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PREFACE 


The agreement, on August 1941, on an eight-point program 
— ^the so-called “Atlantic Charter’* — ^by the British Prime Min- 
ister and the American President, has focused increasing attention 
on the fundamentals of a new world order which might reason- 
ably be established at the end of fhe second World War. War 
and peace aims, the outlines of the international aspects of re- 
construction, and more especially the foundations of a sound 
international order to supersede the disastrous, nationalistic 
ideology of the past, have been discussed widely in recent years. 
With the promulgation of the eight proposed principles of a new 
order, enunciated by the two outstanding democratic statesmen 
of the world, a clear statement carrying official weight was for 
the first time presented as a proposed basis of civilization, de- 
signed to follow an Allied victory- 

international federation and various other aspects of inter- 
national organization were covered in an earlier number of the 
Reference Shelf, International Federation of Democracies (Pro- 
posed), published in April, 1941. The present compilation is 
essentially a supplement to that number, and while it stresses 
the principles of international order as more recently expressed 
in the Atlantic Charter and materials on international federation 
appearing since the earlier publication, a somewhat broader sur- 
vey has in it been attempted. For example, some mention is made 
of the proposed “new order” indicated by the Axis in the event 
of its ultimate success, and to some outstanding general programs 
and principles of post-war order and peace that have been enun- 
ciated, including America’s relation to such a new international 
order. 

Material on the Atlantic Charter, the eight points of which 
have been compared to the fourteen points of President Wilson 

APS 1 J 
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* * *"in ^5WrM Waf'I/is'^s* yet limited, although increasing. The 

broa^^ti^rnational background and discussions will, therefore, 
afford. 4ird5:ional helpful bases of measurement of the principles 
for a post-war world. For the convenience of debaters and others, 
bibliographical references have been classified (F) and (A) in 
various instances, indicating discussions for or against the aspects 
under which they are listed. 

The compiler makes grateful ackowledgment for various 
courtesies in granting the use of copyright materials, which have 
made this compilation possible. 


February 18, 1942 


Julia E. Johnsen 
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DISCUSSION 


THE ATLANTIC CHARTERS 

It is becoming obvious to most of us that, whoever may be 
the victor in this war, the post-war world will be quite different 
economically, socially, and politically from that which our own 
and the few preceding generations have considered as normal. 

The "shape of things to come,” however, is beginning to 
form only vaguely for us. Nevertheless, if we cannot make 
definite prophecies, it is all the more important to follow such 
clues as we have. In this article we pick up the thread of only 
one, that leading from the meeting of the American President 
and the British Prime Minister in the Atlantic last August. 

On their return, a statement signed by them jointly was given 
to the public, the wider implications of which are only gradually 
unfolding. 

For example, when issued, it was called simply a statement 
of "Peace Aims,” whereas now it is coming to be referred to 
as "the Atlantic Charter.” One’s mind runs back to Magna 
Carta, and the many charters in British and American history. 
The very word "charter” carries the connotation of something 
far more weighty and permanent than an "aim.” Without 
ratification by the Senate or Congress as a whole, the full extent 
to which America may have been committed is open to question. 
But it may be noted that in foreign policy the President has 
enormous, if somewhat undefined, powers to lead the nation 
to a point from which it cannot turn back; and th^ course of 
events is often more influential than any of the three departments 
of government. That course is now flowing fast. 

^ By James Truslow Adams, Historian and Writer. Barron's, 21:3. October 
13, 1941. 
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Another step was taken, with apparently friendly acquiescence 
from Washington, when representatives of nine nations, in- 
cluding Russia, met in London, and ratified the ''Charter/' 
making, according to the newspapers, eleven "Allies” adhering 
to the statement of aims which is on its way to becoming a 
"Pact.” Without here discussing the wisdom for us of the 
proposed post-war role of the United States, we may consider 
briefly what may be some of the results if we do not retreat 
from the position assigned — ^a retreat becoming daily more 
difficult to make with honor. 

In this connection there are several clauses especially to be 
considered. These provide, among other things, for the dis- 
armament of any nations "which threaten, or may threaten, 
aggression outside of their frontiers”; for freedom of the seas;, 
for "access, on equal terms, to the trade and to the raw materials 
of the world” by all nations, victors and vanquished; and for 
full collaboration among all in the economic field. 

What do these clauses mean.^ For one thing, from the text 
itself and later comments by Churchill, Secretary Knox and 
others, they must mean that "pending the establishment of a 
wider and permanent system of general security,” America and 
the Empire make themselves primarily responsible for keeping 
potential aggressors disarmed and for policing the world by sea 
and land. 

What does this mean economically.^ In the first place it 
means that for an indefinite period we must remain, even after 
peace, on a war or semi-war footing. It means a new set-up of 
industry; plants built or altered for "the emergency” woul^ to 
an unexpectedly large extent, remain in production for an arms 
industry which would normally shrink to nominal proportions 
when war was over. This would have a tremendous effect on 
wages, employment, production, and prices. 

There would be another important effect. After the Civil 
War we had the riches from the development of the West to 
draw on. After the first World War we had the enormous 
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profits we had made from it, so that we reduced the govern- 
ment debt by $9 billion, far more than a third, in 1 1 years. The 
new arms industry here envisaged would differ from other in- 
dustries in that it would be government paid-for. It would 
hinder reduction of either debt or taxes, and so have its effects 
on earnings of other industries and on government finance.’ If 
the government debt, starting at, say, $75 billion to $100 billion 
at the end of the war, is not reduced but tends to increase, we 
must consider the effects on insurance companies, savings and 
other banks, and private funds. Also it means heavy inflation. 

There are other points. If all nations "great or small,” as the 
Charter states, are to have "access on equal terms” to the trade 
and materials of the world, it could seem to mean only that the 
whole present and complicated system of tariffs and other na- 
tionalistic hindrances to trade would have to be scrapped. This 
has not yet proved feasible even within the Empire itself as 
between England and the Dominions. Furthermore, such whole- 
sale readjustment all at once of present world trade could not 
be made without such shifts in prices, wages, production, trade 
routes, and all the rest, as to make the future of any particular 
industry, group, class, even nation, almost unpredictable, even 
provided that all would be willing to be self-sacrificing enough 
to make the attempt. 

The Charter says that the purpose would be that of "secur- 
ing, for all, improved labor standards, economic adjustment and 
social security,” but although I, for one, have believed our tariffs 
much too high and one of the causes of the depression of the 
’thirties, I doubt whether America could be induced suddenly 
to give all nations "access, on equal terms,” to our trade, and 
whether our labor standards or security would be improved if 
we did so. It may be that I misunderstand the words of the 
Charter, though they seem clear enough. To bring world prices 
— ^for goods and labor both — ^all to one level would cause in- 
tense maladjustment, would bring suffering in the present high- 
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priced countries, and virtually give the fruits of the war to the 
totalitarian instead of to the democratic nations. 

But there are also other tasks outlined for us. The belief is 
growing that the Charter involves stabilization of the world's 
currencies, "a consummation," in Hamlet's phrase, "devoutly 
to be wished," but one which I see no hope for except in the 
re-establishment of the gold standard. Trade on equal terms 
for all nations cannot be had with each nation edging in for 
an advantage by depreciating its paper money. Perhaps the 
answer may be the plan advocated by our Assistant Secretary 
of State, Berle, last year when he suggested that we might be 
called on to give a part of our huge and unwanted gold hoard as 
a free gift to other nations for the purpose of putting them 
again "on gold." But if so, there is another unpredictable eco- 
nomic effect of the Charter which it will behoove all to consider. 

An additional problem was raised when, at the London Con- 
ference mentioned above it was resolved that all the nations 
which had assented to the Charter would join in feeding Europe 
after the war. This will probably have to be done, not merely 
for humanitarian reasons but to achieve any sort of settled world. 
Nevertheless, the economic consequences on our crop surpluses, 
farm policies and government finance may well be considered. 
It is true that this promise is not one of the eight "aims," but 
as we have said, the Charter is already being altered and ex- 
panded. As one observer said at the September meeting in 
London, "the fact that all these nations with so many different 
aims could afford to pledge themselves so unreservedly was an 
indication of how vague and general the Atlantic Charter had 
been made." 

The Charter is vague, but, on the other hand, unless one is 
to ignore the plain implication of its words there is enough in it 
if the words are honest and mean anything, to cause us all to 
ponder the consequences somewhat along the lines suggested 
above or others. 
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For instance, Secretary Knox in his address of October 1, 
said: "To put it bluntly, we must join our force, our power to 
that of Great Britain, another great peace-loving nation, to stop 
aggression which might lead to a world disturbance, at its begin- 
nings.” We must, he continued, not only defeat Hitler (and 
Italy and Japan) but prevent the rise of new Hitlers or other 
dictators. We must, for an interregnum of "a hundred years,” 
he suggests, instruct the world in the fundamentals of interna- 
tional law. 

Certain things occur to one. Germany was supposed to be 
disarmed after the Treaty of Versailles, yet secretly she rearmed 
with the result from which we are suffering today and which 
threatens the end of civilization. Obviously, it would seem that 
more than navies, with their air forces, must be maintained by us 
and the Empire for the next century if we are to police the world 
for that period, and to prevent (which means to "come before”), 
another sabotage of international law or an attempt by some 
nations against the safety of others. Such an undertaking would 
seem to mean not only patrolling the seas but internally policing 
Germany, Italy, Japan, and perhaps other nations now unrecog- 
nized, numbering several hundred millions of people. 

We might also ask. What about Vichy or some new France.^ 
And what about those nations which, although now opposed to 
Nazi domination, might also object to a world controlled by an 
Anglo-American alliance.^ It may be true, as Seaetary Knox 
says, that "the only kind of peace which is available ... is the 
kind of peace that can and will be enforced through the superior 
power of those nations that love justice and seek after peace.” 
Suppose Russia and other countries should say "we have our own 
ideas of justice and they do not agree with what the Americans 
and British decide must be enforced against us.” To keep the 
seas "clear of pirates in the future” is, as Knox also says, a very 
great responsibility, but to enforce our ideas of peace and justice 
over all the two biUions of the earth’s inhabitants outside the 
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States and the Empire would make our responsibility "very 
great'’ indeed! 

How would this be done? And could America, with its 
isolationist and pacifist traditions, be induced to follow this road 
to an unknown destiny? The peace-loving, freedom-loving 
peoples are evidently groping toward some means which will 
prevent a return to barbarism, a reign of brute force, and the 
loss of that freedom of mind and spirit which now threaten us. 
There is the problem, however, of how far in a rapidly filling 
and restive world peace can be combined with a more or less rigid 
status quo, and there is also unhappily a wide gulf between the 
essential or desirable and the possible in human affairs. From 
the standpoint of the democracies and of civili 2 ation, as we en- 
visage it, the defeat of Germany, Italy and Japan is essential. 
But then what? That interrogation is perhaps to be followed 
by the biggest question mark in all human history. If the sec- 
ond World War, like the first, results in no established order, 
even for a while, then, as the Doughboys used to say in France 
in 1918, ''where do we go from here?” 

To come back to the Atlantic Charter. However vague it 
may be, a careful consideration of it may have one important 
result. I was at the last Peace Conference in Paris for months, 
after having spent five earlier months in a modest capacity help- 
ing to prepare the data for it. I know something of the difficulty 
of making a peace — ^the infinite intricacy of the multitudinous 
and widely ramifying problems involved, the passions of the 
peoples at home, the need for haste lest revolutions flood the 
world again with blood, the personalities of the negotiators. 
The settlement of the present war, even if the Allies win definite- 
ly, will be the most complicated problem the human mind has 
ever had to solve. 

One thing is certain, whatever the Atlantic Charter may 
mean, and however its eight clauses may or may not be invoked 
specifically, the old world we knew is dead and what the new 
one may be we do not know. If it is to be one in which free 
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men will care to live, they will have to make sacrifices and put 
away prejudices. Events will do it for us if we do not do it 
willingly and intelligently ourselves. It may be a world in which 
both martial law and the spirit of charity will have to be exercised 
for years. 

In my opinion the only two nations which are capable of 
doing the job are the United States and the British Empire. I 
want no union of them other than of hearts and aims and collabo- 
ration in the work of rebuilding a world in which the liberty 
they have both clung to throughout their histories may be re- 
stored. If we cannot do it — and we can do it only in working 
together — ^then no one can do it, and darkness will again be on 
the face of the deep. 

There are more than economic implications to the Qiarter. 
We may not agree with the answers it gives, but we cannot, ex- 
cept at our peril, ignore the questions it propounds. 


DILEMMAS FOR A POST-WAR WORLD ^ 

If economics means utilization of resources for human wel- 
fare, war can hardly have economic causes. Certainly the utiliza- 
tion of resources for war is not the utilization of resources for 
human welfare. If, however, economics means utilization of 
resources for any purpose whatever, including utilization for the 
purpose of building up political power, then obviously there may 
be economic causes of war. The prime cause, however, would 
lie in the realm of politics. One would have to ask why a gov- 
ernment or a people wants to build up political power. One 
reason is that centralization of political power appears super- 
ficially to be the best way to maintain order, lliis, however, 
overlooks the fact that permanent order cannot neglect justice 
and that too great a centralization of power would inevitably do 

3 By Quincy Wright, Professor of International Law, University, of Chicago. 
Free World, 1:14-16. October, 1941. 
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so. Effective organization is not achieved by centralized power, 
but rather by the maintenance of equilibrium. Fundamentally, 
politics is the process of adjusting divergent opinions concerning 
government. The process is one of adjustment and compromise, 
rather than of command. In this sense the process of politics 
consists of continually resolving dilemmas neither horn of which 
can ever be entirely rejected. 

One of these is the dilemma between peace and justice. 
Lord Halifax, as British representative on the League of Nations 
Council, suggested that recognition of Mussolini*s conquest of 
Ethiopia, although contrary to abstract ideas of justice, should 
be accepted as an immediate victory for peace. The Emperor 
Haile Selassie, on the other hand, said that the League of Nations 
was not free to subordinate justice to peace and that he feared 
a policy with this objective would achieve neither justice nor 
peace. Subsequent efforts of statesmen to preserve peace by 
repeatedly sacrificing justice to appeasement give a good deal of 
support to the Emperor's contention. Justice and peace are both 
wo^y ideals and the world should be so organized that states- 
men are not often presented with the dilemma of choosing be- 
tween them. This can be done only by organizing a genuine 
community of nations with such solidarity that adequate force 
can be relied upon to support justice. A successful international 
organization must always have in mind Pascal's thought, *']ustice 
without force is powerless, force without justice is tyrannic." 

Another frequently presented dilemma is that between po- 
litical power and efficient administration. Psychological studies 
have indicated that the human characteristics that make it pos- 
sible for an individual to achieve leadership and political power 
in a community are not necessarily accompanied by the capacities 
that make for efficient administration. Effective political or- 
ganization requires a government with enough power to ad- 
minister and enough intelligence to administer well. It is hard 
to set up a system that will assure a government personnel with 
both these qualifications. Democracy, in which power rests upon 



THE *TIGHT POINTS” 


15 


the support of public opinion, cannot be successful unless it 
recognizes the need for administrators selected because of their 
skill, and the need, especially in times of emergency, of leaving 
them a considerable sphere of free activity. 

Then there is the dilemma that exists between the demands 
of timing and those of progress. There are occasions when delay 
and opportunity to think things over will in themselves solve 
dangerous controversies. On the other hand, there are times 
when delay will make controversies worse. Delay may, in fact, 
destroy stability altogether. Revolution and war, from one point 
of view, may be considered an effort to make progress too 
rapidly. On the other hand, failure to act may on occasion be 
the very cause of violence. There is no art of statesmanship 
more important than thk of properly estimating the time ele- 
ment and relating it to the means of change in a given situation. 
Successful politick organizatiojaJb^ii^^ 

'■^Haym siti^ion|^\ytee/too^aiM<^tc^^ 
wmSETTaaliSte action in situation^, wtee..^delay i 

“’anofther dileihma is to be iFound between area and func- 
tion. In the situation that will confront the world after the 
war a sound solution of this dilemma will be most necessary. 
On the one hand, a sound political organization should control a 
geographical area wide enough to make feasible the full and 
effective exercise of its administrative functions; on the other 
hand a political organization should be confined to a geographi- 
cal area within which there is a certain homogeneity of opinion. 
In our era of world-wide communications a political organization 
as wide as the world would seem to be called for; but the in- 
tensity of national sentiment suggests that political organizations 
still can be no larger than the nation. Between the movement 
for international organization and the movement for national 
self-determination, the first concerned primarily with the prob- 
lems of government and the second emphasizing the homogeneity 
of public opinion, there is obviously a serious dilemma. Cer- 
tainly under present conditions a world attributing absolute 
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sovereignty to the nation-state cannot be a world at peace. Such 
a world prevents the efficient use of resources for human wel- 
fare. It continually stimulates the nation-states to expand into 
empires which they hope will give them the resources they need. 
But since there are not empires enough to satisfy all, war is 
bound to result. The solution can only be found in a compli- 
cated federali 2 ed system in which at least five areas of political 
jurisdiction are recognized and the functions of government 
properly distributed among them. 

The smallest of these areas is the individual, who should 
have certain fundamental rights guaranteed by the world order, 

A nation that so controls the opinion of its members that they 
are cut off from communication with their fellow human beings 
in other sections of the world is dangerous. JFrepdom^f.^ggl^g^^ 
of the press, and of religion are safeguard^agiiSt me building 
^'cTangerdus totalitarian "states. Some freedoms in the eco- 
nomic sphere are^also necessary is worth remembering that 
the nineteenth century, in whidi the system of economic liberal- 
ism flourished as never before, was the most peaceful century 
Western civilization has known, at least since the Pax Romana. 
Economic planning by a political group that is less than universal 
makes political boundaries into economic boundaries and in- 
creases the strain upon them. On the other hand, it is difficult 
to build a universal planning agency with sufficient power to 
control the economic activity of individuals without at the same 
time controlling public opinion. And this is only possible when 
individuals are willing to subordinate themselves because of the 
fear of external invasion or some other profound form of pres- 
sure. Historically there is much to support Walter Lippmann’s 
assertion that the socialistic state is necessarily poor and bellicose. 
The so Jatijon^ ^ economic prob lem would seem to lie not in 
the govemmeiitaJizat^ improvement* of'"thP** 

autoSic^^gyg(®^^wWch^p^u^9A.i5.0Qn^ 

of1£e individual consumer through a market mechanism. 
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While protecting basic rights of the individual, however, 
rights of local communities, of nations, of continental regions, 
and of the world as a whole must not be neglected. It is im- 
possible here to set forth the functions which should be attributed 
to each of these areas. Local communities should be free to 
develop local services for their citizens. The nations should 
have sufiEcient autonomy to develop their cultural peculiarities, 
arts, and customs. It appears that the functions of police and 
^^en^ jJhouul .pa^s^fmm the^ nation-state, to me region. . Inyen- 
*on of the airplane has made it impossible for a small nation- 
^ state to enjoy any security under a balance of power system. 
Before this invention, such a state, with moderate military equip- 
ment and the expectation of assistance from great neighbors 
I operating under the balance of power concept, could defend itself 
against the aggressions of even a powerful neighbor. With the 
airplane, however, the powerful aggressor can overcome its weak 
neighbors in days or even hours. 

Europe might organize as a confederation with a military and 
air police more powerful than the force of any of the member 
states. Such a confederation should recognize the full cultural 
autonomy of the nations and should rest upon an equilibrium of 
the Slavic, Latin, and Germanic peoples, so that no one could 
dominate the rest. Other great regions of the world should also 
be organized for security on a basis adapted to the particular 
conditions of the region. Oceanic areas might be similarly 
organized for certain purposes, and a state might even find it 
advantageous to participate in more than one of these regional 
groupings. 

Continental areas, if organized independently, would prob- 
ably seek to become self-sufficient and to acquire external areas 
producing essential foodstuffs or raw materials. Imperialism 
and war would then flourish on an even grander scale. Regional 
federations and their member states should therefore be or- 
ganized within a looser world federation that would control and 
insure moderate freedom of trade, protect basic individual aod 
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national rights, and, through control of sea power and naval 
aviation, insure pacific settlement of inter-regional controversies 
and support the regional organizations in dealing with intra- 
regional controversies. The Pact of Paris, the League of Nations, 
and the Permanent Court of International Justice may provide 
the basis for such an organization. 

The experience of the British Empire during the past century 
indicates the naturalness and wisdom of a close federation of 
contiguous political areas coupled with a looser organization of 
the federations separated by oceans. The architects of a new 
world organization should bear this historic precedent in mind. 
A world organization would be primarily concerned with juristic, 
economic, financial, and maritime affairs. It might assume re- 
sponsibility for the development and eventual self-determination 
of colonial areas, assuring in the meantime equal access to their 
resources by all nations. 

To achieve equilibrium among these five political groupings 
will not be easy. The breakdown of the political structures of 
the past as a result of the agressions of the totalitarian powers, 
may, however, facilitate such a reorganization. The central prob- 
lem will be Europe and the central thought must be a European 
union with sufficient power to preserve peace and to support 
justice with sanctions. That power must, however, be limited 
from below by guarantees of the rights of nations and of in- 
dividuals, and it must be limited from above by the demands 
of a world organization. The powers and functions which in the 
past have belonged to the governments of sovereign nation-states 
must be distributed among these various orders in the political 
structure of the new Europe. 

The situation is not unlike that of the fifteenth century, when 
the medieval system was coming to an end. The invention of 
the gun at that time made the previously invulnerable feudal 
castles no longer defensible. A new order was created by the 
unification of thousands of feudal principalities into nation-states. 
These units facilitated not only politicd buf: also economic 4e- 
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velopment. Inventions of our day have in turn made these 
national units too small. Two world wars have demonstrated 
the failure of this system of sovereign states controlled only by 
a balance of power. In 1920 we witnessed progress in the for- 
mation of the League of Nations, but we witnessed also the 
incapacity of statesmen, especially on this side of the water, to 
realize the necessity of making the League work. If the oppor- 
tunity is presented again, democratic statesmanship must not only 
perceive the problem but must also act to solve it. It cannot 
do this unless democratic public opinion itself realizes the prob- 
lem and envisions the broad direction of the solution. Such an 
enlightenment of public opinion should be the function of or- 
ganizations devoting themselves to the cause of a free world. 
Peace and freedom in our present world are simply different 
words for the adequate political organization of the world as a 
whole and of its various regions, nationalities, and localities. 
To assure the maximum welfare for human individuals, democ- 
racy must not forget its basic tenet: that government exists for 
the individual, whether viewed as a distinctive personality or as 
a morally responsible member of society. 


THE POLITICAL BASIS OF FEDERATION ^ 

A predominant note in the speculations of liberal-democratic 
thinkers on the subject of post-war reconstruction has been an 
insistence on the need for “some kind of a federation.” As a 
popular catch-word, “federation” has undoubted propagandist 
value. It has come to acquire some of the magic properties once 
associated with phrases like “a parliament of man,” "league of 
nations,” and “outlawry of war.” For the pamphleteer and 
orator, therefore, it is a ready-made formula which should be 
fully exploited for the purpose of engendering a readiness for 
international collaboration. 


3 By William P. Maddox, Associate Professor of Political Science, University 
of Pennsylvania. American Political Science Peview, 35:1120-7. December, 1941. 
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In a general sort of way, we can grasp the federal idea as a 
response of the mind to the political problem of the one and the 
many — of the need for achieving both unity and diversity, order 
and liberty, centralkation and autonomy — in the composing of 
human affairs. Nevertheless, there is need for a critical exam- 
ination of ''federation'' as a political principle or system, of the 
circumstances out of which federations have arisen and can arise 
and of the conditions of their successful operation. In these few 
pages, an attempt will be made to indicate a few types of theoret- 
ical and historical investigation which may, it is hoped, prOve 
stimulating in the quest for understanding. 

Analysis of the basis of federation is impeded, at the outset, 
by the apparent ambiguity of the concept. The common elements 
in the political structures of the United States, Canada, Australia, 
Switzerland, South Africa, the Germany of Bismarck and of 
the Weimar Republic, are extremely elusive. General usage 
sanctions application of the term "federal" to their governmental 
forms, but some opposition is raised to the inclusion of some 
of the inter-city associations of the Hellenic world, or the present 
U.S.S.R., or the Argentine, Venezuela, and several other Latin- 
American republics. Etymology is even more confusing, since 
the Latin foedus conveys a sense much less extensive than nor- 
mally covered today by "federation." An examination of au- 
thorities shows a studied evasion of sharp definition, and much 
elaboration of qualifications, exceptions, and variations. 

But political scientists are never unduly dismayed at having 
to talk about something the meaning of which no two can agree 
on. Most of the general concepts with which they have to deal 
are no less fluid in their textual composition. Here, however, one 
may resort to the logical device of conceptual extremities linked 
by continuous gradations. At one end of an imaginary line may 
be posited the idea of an absolute, unitary world-state, and at 
the other the conception of complete anarchy — a number of dis- 
connected units in a condition akin to Hobbes* fictional state of 
nature. The extremities are always conceptual, never actual, and 
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any given period of international relations may be charted some- 
where between, along a sliding scale. Starting from the state of 
anarchy, one imagines, in succession along the line, a nebulous 
international law, the development of voluntary institutions and 
procedures, then a confederation, next a federation, and on and 
on, and finally, the emerging condition of a world-state. No 
sharp line separates one from the other — for instance, a confed- 
eration from a federation — ^but rather twilight shadings to con- 
found the pedant. (Indeed, one may expand the conceptual 
structure into a two-dimensional form to introduce other notions 
varying from an absolute master-slave relationship to absolute 
equality, but, for the moment, there is need for simplicity rather 
than complexity.) 

At the exact center of this conceptual series may be placed 
the pure idea of federation — a perfect balance or compromise 
between the extremes: a form of political organization which 
represents a compounding of separate units in such a manner 
that a central authority prevails in the sphere of common concern, 
and the several autonomous authorities in the sphere of partial 
concern. At some indefinite point moving off to the one side 
of this conceptual pivot, the central authority would become so 
powerful and extensive that the individual parts would become 
subordinate, and a unitary form of government would develop; 
equally, in the other direction, the point would be reached where 
the central power would cease to exercise an independent will and 
become a mere servant of the local governments, and thereupon 
federation would fade into a confederation or a league. Without 
laboring verbal distinctions, it must be repeated that the essential 
feature of federation is the existence of two focal areas of politi- 
cal will — ^the central which controls the aggregate of individuals 
in their entirety, and the several local ones which govern au- 
tonomously in their respective territorial sub-divisions. Behind 
both must exist a constitutional understanding defining the 
spheres of authority. 
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But, it may be asked, is not all this mere pedantry? Of what 
avail is such an exercise in political logic for the liberal-demo- 
cratic planners of a new world order? Do we not, in the practi- 
cal world of political action, tend to cteate first, and let the 
academicians legitimati 2 e the offspring with an appropriate name 
afterwards? Without denying the practice, one may still question 
its social desirability. Much would be gained even if a clear 
comprehension of the essential nature of federation should lead 
to a total rejection of the idea in thinking about international 
reconstruction. We should then be better equipped for planning 
a more realistic alternative. 

So much for definition. Now, federation may develop as a 
result either from a centrifugal political force — ^the breaking 
down of a unitary form of government; or from centripetal 
action — the building up of parts into a new entity. The former 
is obviously of no value in the quest for light on international 
relations, and it is to the latter that we turn. Here arise two 
fundamental questions: (1) What are the propulsions making 
for centripetal action leading to federation? and (2) What are 
the conditions upon which an effective federation can be main- 
tained ? 

The most important forces of a political, or psychological, 
order which serve as efficient agents in the creation of federation 
are fear, a calculated expectation of advantage, and a response to 
some unifying ideal or myth. Of these three, the most important 
motivation is probably fear. Fear may develop from direct 
attempts at intimidation, or from a sustained and profound feel- 
ing of insecurity. Intimidation, shading into actual coercion, 
may be undertaken by a strong political unit seeking to obtain 
the adherence of weaker units under a nominal federal form. 
The term is too strong to apply to the methods by which- over- 
whelmingly predominant Prussia initiated, first, the North Ger- 
man Confederation of 1867, and second, the Empire of 1871 ; but 
the smaller states of Germany were thoroughly aware of Bis- 
marck’s indomitable purpose to achieve union no matter what 
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the cost. "A more extensive union of the majority of Germans/* 
said he in 1868, "could be obtained only by force — or else if 
common danger should arouse them to fury.” The former al- 
ternative did not become necessary, since the latter intervened. 
The method of intimidation of the weak by the strong is not 
recommended to the architects of international federation, but in 
extreme cases it may present the only feasible alternative if 
union be deemed a supreme necessity. 

A sustained and profound sense of insecurity has proved a 
most efficient agent for social and political integration, and ad- 
vocates of international federation do well to recognize that fact. 
The insecurity may be political — ^the fear of invasion, war, or 
rebellion; or economic and financial — ^the fear of panic and 
starvation. Financial fears contributed to the successful efforts of 
the Philadelphia Convention of 1787 ; and political danger (en- 
countered in the Franco-Pmssian War) to the Empire of 1871. 
Where the danger is visualized as concrete and external to the 
federating groups, its integrating power is far greater than if the 
menace is conceived abstractly as some indeterminate aggression 
within the projected association. Unity, in other words, is 
cemented by specific, external opposition. Thereby is indicated 
an inherent weakness in any plan to establish imiversal federation 
all at one stroke. All that it can promise is the curbing of some 
unnamed political enemy within. If that enemy be clearly in- 
dicated, why should he unite with the others? If no enemy be 
clearly indicated, the danger is too remote, contingent, and 
unpredictable for any to find need to unite. 

A possibility remains that the imminent prospect of world- 
wide economic collapse may prove an effective incentive to union. 
In facing such disaster, however, the position of some would 
undoubtedly be stronger than that of others; the fear and hope 
would be of uneven intensity. The strong are than disinclined to 
encumber themselves with the problems of the weak; a partial 
federation may be facilitated, but a universal union may be far 
off in realization. 
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Again, where insecurity is not felt strongly, there is little 
incentive to undertake more extensive obligations. A firm belief 
in its ability to take care of its own defense and economic prob- 
lems has for decades kept the United States in its policy of 
isolation. In the years already upon us, that confidence has been 
rudely shaken, and Federal Union advocates have correctly 
gauged the importance of that fact. Only when isolation comes 
to be regarded as a greater danger than union, only when it 
becomes unmistakably evident that comfortable existence cannot 
be maintained through independence, will the impulse to fed- 
eration become strong enough to be translated into action. 

Having said that, only a word is needed with regard to the 
other possible motivations for the act of federating. A rational 
calculation of advantage is important and certainly must play a 
part in the appeal to the practical, hard-headed class of voters. 
In the United States, the Federalist papers stand as eloquent testi- 
mony to the utility of this type of approach. Likewise, the de- 
sirability of evoking some unifying ideal, symbol, or myth can- 
not be overlooked. Here the word "federation’' itself supplies 
the need for those long accustomed to its meaning and practice. 
The idea of an English-speaking unity, or that of a Union of 
Democracies, might have even greater force. Unfortunately for 
the leaders of the Pan-European movement, the geographical con- 
tiguity has had no electrifying appeal — certainly not as against 
the deep-rooted divisions on that continent. Since the disappear- 
ance of the unity of Christendom, no universal myth has appeared 
sufficient in power to unite all classes and races of humanity, 
although some have urged that "peace” or "social justice” might 
at some distant day supply that force. 

It may be said, in summary, that in founding an international 
federation, the propulsions of political and/or economic insecu- 
rity are believed to be absolutely indispensable, and a rational 
expectation of gain, along with a unifying ideal, of secondary 
(but nevertheless great) importance. 
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Even if some overwhelming fear psychosis should provide a 
propulsion sufficient for the creation of a federal structure, it 
does not provide a sustaining power over the long haul. For 
effective operation, the federal union must discover an enduring 
as well as a generating basis. Some of the problems may be 
indicated. 

First, the parts of the federation must not represent too great 
a diversity in size, culture, and the level of their poHtical and 
economic development. Contrast in size is probably of least im- 
portance, although one may well argue that the unusual pre- 
dominance of Prussia undermined the federal structure of 
Germany. Even in a league, there are disadvantages, as the 
example of Athens in the first Athenian League testifies. Inter- 
nationally, however, the ratio which the population of the 
United States bears (for instance) to New Zealand is not as great 
as that of the state of New York to that of Nevada. Sharp 
differences in the levels of culture and of economic and politick 
development are another matter. The project for European union 
has to contend with the difficult problem of linking together in 
common life on a basis of equality the undeveloped peoples of 
southeastern Europe with the advanced commimities of the 
northwestern part of the continent. And international federation 
(whatever its constituency) would certainly have to maintain a 
superordinate trusteeship over most of Africa and part of Asia, 
at the least — ^all sentimentalism to the contrary. So far as this 
factor is concerned, the proposal for the Federal Union of the 
Democracies has an undisputed advantage over other projects. 

Second, geographical contiguity is unquestionably desirable. 
All existing national federations possess such contiguity, and it 
is a most compelling argument for European and other con- 
tinental unions. Part of its advantage has to do with compactness 
for defense purposes, part for the similarity of internal problems, 
and part for the practicability of legislative assemblage and ad- 
ministrative controls. The plan for the union of America and the 
British Commonwealth raises defense problems of sea power. 
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which are not insoluble. Such a union could not possess an effec- 
tive land force on the continents of Europe and Asia, and should 
only be extended to include countries in those regions which 
can find a means of continental defense. Common assemblage 
in a union parliament and the establishment of some central ad- 
ministrative control present problems far more difficult for the 
British- American plan than for a continental federation. It is too 
much to say that geographical obstacles render such a plan un- 
workable, but they suggest that the degree of federal unification 
and power cannot be too extensive. 

Third, unifying forces of a spiritual, emotional, or ideological 
character not only contribute to the formation of union but give 
it sustenance and vigor in its struggle for survival. While useful 
at the time of emergence of union, their strength may be in- 
creased through the slow crucible of common experience — ^gov- 
ernmental, administrative, social, economic, and intellectual. 
Thus the myths of the American Union have grown slowly over 
a century and a half, and the fusion of the parts of the Union 
has been a correspondingly gradual process. 

Finally, we must consider the problem of the sources from 
which the central government of a federation may derive its 
power. There is no true federation, it will be remembered, unless 
the central authority possesses a power of decision and action 
independent of the wills of the separate governments. Briand's 
plan for European Union, involving a sort of council of govern- 
mental delegates acting under instructions from home, was 
certainly not a federal conception. One of the most widespread 
misconceptions about international federation is that it may 
result from, or be sustained by, a simple abdication of sovereignty 
on the part of independent governments. In the first place, 
national governments cannot, and will not, transfer • their 
sovereignty to an agency which is only defined on paper. In the 
second place, if the power of the central organs emanates solely 
from such authority as each governmental subdivision grants, 
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then that central will is subordinate to the separate wills — at least 
in their aggregate. Even though majority procedures be substi- 
tuted for those of unanimity, a dissentient minority could with- 
draw or terminate its contribution of men, money, materials, and 
other instruments of power at any time. The inherent weakness 
of a league or confederation would not have been overcome. 

The government of a federation must, therefore, develop its 
power from sources (at least in part) independent of the national 
governments. The bases of power in this connection are three- 
fold: political (or representative), financial, and military. Policy- 
making officials of the central government must (at least in 
part) be chosen by direct or indirect election. There can be no 
such thing as a federation which includes totalitarian regimes 
denying free political action. The American Constitution recog- 
nized the necessity for instituting direct and indirect elections 
instead of appointments by the executive power of the several 
state governments. Bismarck’s decision to advocate a national 
German parliament elected by universal franchise resulted from 
his clear recognition of the need for generating a political force 
strong enough to override state particularism. The development 
of political parties across state frontier lines is thus facilitated, 
and this development in turn provides a new unifying basis for 
the federation. Again, the proposal for a Federal Union of the 
Democracies has seized hold of an essential attribute of federa- 
tion. There can be a real federation only where domestic con- 
ditions permit the organization of people in their private 
capacities, the holding of free elections, and the maintenance of 
representative institutions. Only thus could an independent basis 
for the power of the federation s central government be obtained. 

The second basis of power is financial, and that also must 
come from the people through the power of direct taxation, 
rather than through the device of levies upon state governments. 

Given financial independence, the third basis — ^military power 
— can also be found in the people through direct recruitment 
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and organization of personnel. Moreover, the central government 
must, through this independent force, maintain a military mo- 
nopoly. It should be noted again at this point that the implica- 
tions of the '"Streit plan'' differ sharply from those of continental 
or world federation. Democratic Union advocates do not conceive 
the military function as that primarily of preventing civil war, 
but of consolidating forces for defense against some enemy 
without. European, or world, federation, on the other hand, 
is generally thought of as a device for curbing some aggressor 
within the association. It should be unmistakably clear that the 
union of democracies on this score faces an easier task because 
of its greater cohesion. 

The foregoing observations were not prepared as a brief for 
or against any particular project for international organization. 
Their purpose is simply to suggest the need for a more thorough- 
going analysis of a concept which has been so frequently and 
loosely employed in the literature of liberal-democratic world 
planning. All of this speculation will, of course, have been 
utterly futile if^ the Axis triumphs, since no opportunity will be 
provided for the free association of peoples. In the event of 
British (or, it may be, an Anglo-American) victory, at least a 
strong probability exists that the federal idea, or some diluted 
form thereof, will receive favorable attention in the task of politi- 
cal reconstruction. In terms of practical politics, the constitutional 
crystallization of such a union might follow, rather than precede, 
the slow ad hoc development of a number of specific institutional 
arrangements performing a variety of functions. 

In the light of the foregoing analysis, certain propositions 
dimly emerge: (1) A universal federation, in any approximate 
use of the term, is merely a distant dream. This does not rule 
out a universal ’league." (2) The concept of European (region- 
al) federation suggests the existence of greater politico-psycho- 
logical obstacles than could be overcome within any reasonable 
period following the present war. (3) The idea of a Federal 
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Union of the Democracies, based at the outset on the participation 
of the United States and the members of the British Common- 
wealth, is intrinsically sound when tested by a number of the 
above principles. 

No attempt has been made to examine the Streit or similar 
plans in terms of their relative desirability. Likewise, the 
feasibility of creation as well as of operation has been considered 
on a restricted rather than on a comprehensive basis. It is sub- 
mitted, however, that the Streit proposal deserves a more careful 
analysis and evaluation at the hands of political scientists than it 
has hitherto received. 

The state of the world in 1941 is sufficient excuse for a con- 
fessional postscript. I do not deny that the relationships between 
a limited democratic federation and the rest of the world must 
for a long time be based to a considerable extent on power — 
and the power of the federation must be made superior. I see 
no way to avoid that conclusion. In any ordered world, there 
must be power to maintain it. If that power cannot be generated 
from sources equally distributed all over the world, it must, and 
indeed will, be found somewhere. I should prefer that it arise 
from those people who, not because of any inherent racial qual- 
ities, but because of the state of their political development, are 
more likely than any other political group in the world today 
to exercise that power in a moral manner. The human world is 
made up of refractory, not plastic, materials. It cannot be made 
over in a day, or in decades. The demands of the machine age 
make the elimination of periodic war imperative; power is 
necessary (though not sufficient) to that end; and it is “we or 
they** who will wield that power. If the ultimate power be held 
by those societies in which moral and humanitarian forces are 
allowed to develop and operate unimpeded, therein lies the best 
chance (among present alternatives) for bratish power to be 
transmuted swiftly into “moral** power. 
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THE ATLANTIC CHARTER" 

1. Origins of the Charter 

It would be contrary to the usual course of the international 
negotiations and agreements if we imagine that the Atlantic 
Charter sprang from Mr. Churchill’s and Mr. Roosevelt’s con- 
versations as suddenly as Pallas Athene sprang forth * 'fully 
armed” from the head of her father, Zeus. Issues of the Charter 
had been discussed by Downing Street and the White House 
"since February,” 1941, and the meeting might have taken place 
earlier had it not been for the campaigns in Greece and Crete. 
No record, however, was made public about the previous diplo- 
matic negotiations, except that Mr. Roosevelt accepted the invita- 
tion to the meeting "late in July” and that the principal 
conclusion, known as the eight-point declaration and later 
bapti2ed as the Atlantic Charter, was, in Mr. Roosevelt’s words, 
"a joint idea” of both statesmen. 

To consider the Charter as a diplomatic document of British- 
American action, we must connect it ideologically as well as 
politically with the peace movements and projects of both govern- 
ments. As far as the American policy is concerned, the mission 
of Mr. Sumner Wells to Europe in February and March, 1940, 
probably had a very positive influence on Mr. Roosevelt’s psycho- 
logical development, since his "peace-feeler” learned in Berlin 
that the Na2is contemplate a settlement of the European affairs 
which will eliminate Britain and France from the European 
policy, thereby bringing Germany and America face to face. 
Addressing the governing board of the Pan American Union, on 
April 15, 1940, Mr. Roosevelt stated that their countries must 
have no illusions. Old dreams of universal empire are again 
rampant; there are races which claim the right of mastery, and 
they will encounter economic compulsions, shrewdly devised, to 

*By Dr. Vlastimil Kybal, Minister from Czechoslovakia to Mexico at the 
time of the German invasion. World Affairs Interpreter. 12:367-81. January, 15)42, 
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force great areas into political spheres of influence. At present, 
no nation is truly at peace if it lives under the shadow of coercion 
or invasion. Mr. Roosevelt condemned the "value of hate" as 
well as the "values of lies and cynicism," and declared that the 
path of peace will remain open to the American countries only 
if "we are prepared to meet force with force, if the challenge 
is ever made." In a similar, way, in the special Defense Message 
of May, 1940, Mr. Roosevelt emphasized that the national ideal 
still was peace, but that the American people are ready not only 
to spend millions for defense but to give their services and even 
their lives for the maintenance of American liberties. 

With a statesmanlike insight, Mr. Roosevelt became more and 
more aware of the fact that Nazism means not only a positive 
menace to American security, but also potential armed aggression, 
aimed at the form of government and at the kind of society that 
in the United States has been established for the American 
people, their own civilization, their religion, justice, and moral 
decency. 

But it was only after the defeat of France that the element 
of security of the United States as an island-continent disap- 
peared, and then the President determined to embark his country 
on a program of total defense, one part of which was the lease 
of naval and air bases in the North Atlantic and Atlantic-Carib- 
bean zone, and the occupation of Greenland and Iceland; the 
second part pertaining to the huge rearmament of the national 
navy, land army, and air force; the third part aiming at all-out 
aid for Great Britain and other democracies. The President has 
said: "The whole program of aid for the democracies has been 
based on hard-headed concern for our own security and for the 
kind of safe and civilized world in which we wish to live." It 
is the "hard-headed concern" for American security which is the 
political and psychological basis of the Atlantic Charter and only 
from which its diplomatic value is to be measured and inter- 
preted. 
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Regarding Great Britain, the common platform was aeated 
by two brutal facts, or to-be-facts, which with the defeat of 
France Hitler’s world policy put into the heads of the responsible 
British and American leaders. These were that the British Navy 
is in peril and that the United States is in danger. As an attempt 
to invade England was expected “at any moment” at the be- 
ginning of 1941, Mr. Roosevelt sent his friend Mr. Harry 
Hopkins to London, as his personal representative, in order to 
talk with “old friends.” Thus, the President would be able to 
maintain “personal contacts” with Great Britain. Later Mr. 
Willkie went to England with a personal letter to Mr. Churchill, 
and still later Mr. Winant as Ambassador and Mr. Harriman at 
the Embassy were to expedite the defense program, which the 
United States government has outlined as an “arsenal of democ- 
racy,” with the object of defeating the dictatorships, in order to 
“continue to play its great part in the period of world reconstruc- 
tion for the good of humanity.” “Never in all our history have 
Americans faced a job so well worthwhile,” Mr. Roosevelt dis- 
closed, showing his full understanding of the responsibility of 
his country to humanity. 

In Mr. Churchill’s mind the cooperation between the United 
States and the British Empire in the task of extirpating the 
spirit and regime of totalitarian intolerance was a matter of ab- 
solute necessity. If this cooperation were to fail, he publicly 
stated, the British Empire, “rugged and embattled,” might, in- 
deed, hew its way through and preserve the life and strength of 
England and the Empire for the inevitable renewal of the con- 
flict on worse terms after an uneasy truce. But the chance of 
setting the march of mankind clearly and surely along the high- 
roads of human progress would be lost and might never return. 
“Therefore,” Mr. Churchill declared, “we stand, all of us, upon 
the watch towers of history, and there is offered to us the 
glory of making the supreme sacrifices and exertions needed by a 
cause which it may not be irreverent to call sublime.” Mr. 
Churchill considered as a most fortunate occurrence of world 
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affairs that at the head of the American Republic should stand 
Mr. Roosevelt, a sincere and undoubted champion of justice and 
freedom and of the victims of wrongdoings wherever they may 
dwell. 

The mutual esteem and confidence which existed between 
Mr. Qiurchill and Mr. Roosevelt and which were best expressed 
by Churchill’s reply to Longfellow’s verses, saying: “Put your 
confidence in us, give us your faith and your blessing, and, under 
Providence, ail will be well,” were very positively strengthened 
by Mr. Roosevelt’s signature of the Lease-Lend Bill, “that monu- 
ment of generous and far-seeing statesmanship, a new Magna 
Carta inspiring act of faith,” as it was called by the British Prime 
Minister. 

Bearing in mind these psychological manifestations, we do 
not need to seek for their translation into diplomatic acts and 
negotiations. The Atlantic Charter was certainly framed first in 
the minds of both leaders of the English-speaking world, and 
particularly in their firm determination that all resources and all 
power of their countries should be used in order to block the 
dictators in their march toward domination of the world. 

In this determination they were upheld by the confidence 
shown them not only by the heads of the British Dominions, such 
as General Smuts, invoking the American “effective common au- 
thority” as the “key that opens the door through which the world 
can escape from chaos and suffering,” or by Mr. Men2ies, Prime 
Minister of Australia, calling the British and American peoples 
“tmstees of liberty,” but also by the representatives of the sub- 
jugated European nations. At their meeting in London, on June 
12, 1941, Mr. Churchill remembered “our American friends and 
helpers drawing ever closer in their might across the ocean,” and 
the idea of the “enduring peace,” adopted by the assembly, un- 
doubtedly was closely associated with the general peace policy 
of both Atlantic demoaacies. 

Hitler’s “treacherous” attack upon Soviet Russia was the 
last prelude to the Atlantic symposium. To the American govern- 
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ment, the attack revealed the German plan for universal conquest, 
for the cruel and bmtal enslavement of all peoples, and for the 
ultimate destruction of the remaining free democracies. There- 
fore, the Russian war was considered by “realistic'’ America as 
a danger to her own national defense and to the security of the 
New World. Consequently, in the opinion of the Washington 
government, 

any defense against Hitlerism, any rallying of the forces opposing Hitler- 
ism, from whatever source these forces may spring, will hasten the 
eventual downfall of the present German leaders, and will therefore 
redound to the benefit of our own defense and security. Hitler’s armies 
are today the chief dangers of the Americas (statement by Acting Secre- 
tary of State Welles, June 23, 1941). 

The same concept of the German danger for the whole 
British Empire as well as for the United States inspired the 
dramatic and bellicose speech of June 22, 1941, in which Mr. 
Churchill solemnly declared the British resolve “to destroy Hitler 
and every vestige of his Nazi regime.” This resolve was mate- 
rially evidenced by the military agreement signed in Moscow on 
July 13, and which involved not only the military aid, but also 
the diplomatic pledge not to negotiate with the enemy during the 
war any armistice or conclude peace except by mutual agreement. 

The stubborn and surprising resistance of the Russian army 
and people against the German invasion, provoking the enthu- 
siasm of the Slavonic nations, promoted Churchill's plans of 
preparing a general offensive against Nazi Germany as well as 
Mr. Welles' idea of “rallying of the forces opposing Hitlerism.” 
At the foundation of these plans, however, lay, in the first place, 
the diplomatic, industrial, and military British- American coopera- 
tion. It was therefore necessary that the heads of both countries 
meet and through personal and technical discussion and con- 
sultation outline the program of common war and peace policy. 
That was the motive and the object of the Atlantic Conference, 
held on August 9 and 10 “at sea,” and of the only public agree- 



THE ^TIGHT POINTS” 


35 


ment, which issued from several conferences, known as the 
Atlantic Charter. 

11. Analysis of the Charter 

The Atlantic Charter is not a peace and war program of 
the United States and British governments. It is only a statement 
of basic principles and fundamental ideas and policies regarding 
the establishment and the defense of **our type of civilization” 
in opposition to the Nazi system, which is largely based, ac- 
cording to Mr. Hull, on ‘'barbarism and savagery.” As Mr. 
Churchill more explicitly remarked, in his speeches on August 24 
and September 9, 1941, those principles do not formulate peace 
or war aims, for which the time is not yet ripe, because the end 
of the war cannot yet be foreseen, but they represent only an 
open and full declaration of a common Anglo-American policy 
with which the subjugated nations have to associate themselves in 
order to achieve their long and painful liberating plans. 

The first principle of the common Anglo-American policy is 
that neither Great Britain nor the United States seeks any terri- 
torial gains or any other aggrandizement. This is the basic prin- 
ciple of the security and good-neighbor policy which is adopted 
by both English-speaking countries. In general, this policy 
means, in practical application, that no other state should have 
to strive for conquest, and consequently Germany and other 
countries must give up all their conquests. 

In this direction, in virtue of the Polish-Soviet Agreement, of 
July 30, 1941, Russia gave up its conquest of the Polish territory. 
What was the British attitude in this delicate affair.^ Great 
Britain assured them that the British did not recognize any ter- 
ritorial changes which have been effected in Poland since August, 
1939. Nevertheless, as Mr. Eden mentioned in the House of 
Commons, no guarantee of frontiers in Eastern Europe will be 
undertaken by the British government. Consequently, the existing 
guarantee given to Poland through the Agreement between the 
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United Kingdom and Poland, of August 25, 1939, would no 
longer seem to hold good. ® The same point of view was ex- 
pressed by the American Undersecretary of State, Mr. Sumner 
Welles, who on July 31, 1941, declared: 

The United States does not recognize any change in Poland’s status 
as a free, sovereign and independent nation. That position is maintained 
and continued. The Russian-Polish Agreement is in line with the 
United States policy of non-recognition of territory taken by conquest. 

It seems, therefore, that the first common principle in the 
British- American policy underlines (1) the abandonment of the 
conquest and aggression policy by the signatory powers, in strict 
opposition to the German Lebensraum policy, and (2) the non- 
recognition policy with reference to other powers, without, how- 
ever, containing any specific guarantees of frontiers. 

In harmony with the same discernment, the second principle 
expresses the wish that there be no territorial changes which 
would not conform to the freely expressed desires of the in- 
volved nations. This principle, in connection with the third 
principle, condemns interventionist policies of all kinds, and it 
seems to include the principle of plebiscite and its eventual ap- 
plication to the solution of the territorial problems. 

However, the governing fact of this principle is not the 
^Territorial changes,” but the condemnation of the ”armed ag- 
gression.” This idea is contained in Mr. Roosevelt’s broadcast of 
July 18, 1941, as well as in Mr. Eden’s Coventry speech, when he 
said that the plain meaning of the Roosevelt-Churchill Declara- 
tion is that no nation must ever be in a position to wage aggres- 
sive war against her neighbors.® Positively, the governing fact 

® Cf. The TimeSf July 31, 1941, p. 5. The same point of view is admitted by 
the Poles. Cf. article by Mr. Stanislav Stronski, Minister of Information, 
“Alliance and Recognition of Frontiers," published in The Polish Review, Septem- 
ber 15, 1941: “We have agreements for the recognition of frontiers and for mutual 
help against aggression. And it is these agreements that constitute a guarantee 
of our frontiers. No other guarantees exist." 

® The Bulletin of International NewSf 1941, p. 1,138 (speech at Coventry, on 
Au^st 30, 1941). Mr. Eden emphasized also that the Charter excluded all idea 
of hegemony or of zones of leadership in the East or the West, because the postwar 
world would require the collaboration of all. 
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is the Anglo-American policy of the liberation of the nations 
from the Nazi yoke, as Mr. Churchill stated in the House of 
Commons very clearly on September 9, 1941 : 

We had in mind primarily restoration of the sovereignty, self- 
government and national life of the states and nations of Europe now 
under the Nazi yoke, and the principles which would govern any altera- 
tions in the territorial boundaries of countries which may have to be 
made. 

In other words, any territorial change of the sovereign na- 
tions as far as it is realized by the aggression or conquest is 
condemned. Territorial change or substitution of one sovereignty 
by another must be carried on in accordance with the freely 
expressed wishes of the peoples concerned, provided that all the 
"peoples" of the respective country, not only the minority, freely 
express their wish to change their state allegiance. 

On the other hand, while rejecting the foreign armed inter- 
vention in the territorial settlement, the American and British 
policy seems to maintain the possibility of changing the territorial 
status quo by means of peaceful adjustments^ thus preserving a 
durable peace. In the same direction, Mr. Sumner Welles, in his 
speech on the Restoration of Order, on July 22, 1941, emphasized 
the fact that not only did the League of Nations die because of 
the selfishness of the Americans, but also because it served as a 
means of maintaining the status quo and not as a means of 
"peaceful and equitable adjustments" between nations. The new 
League of Nations must follow a policy the prerequisites of 
which are abolition of offensive armaments, reduction of defen- 
sive armaments, and equal economic enjoyment. The Atlantic 
Charter omits any mention of the League of Nations for obvious 
political reasons as well as for unwillingness to define the prin- 
ciples in a concrete way, which is the general feature of this 
document Nevertheless, it contains the idea of respecting the 
will of the people in case of territorial resettlement, probably 
under the control of a supranational organization in order to 
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preserve the postwar political system which should avoid any 
war of conquest and any armed intervention among nations. 

The same respect of the rights of man is expressed in the 
third principle. The American President and the Prime Minister 
of the government in the United Kingdom respect the right of 
all peoples to choose the form of government under which they 
shall live; and they wish to see sovereign rights and self-govern- 
ment restored to those who have been forcibly deprived of them. 

In the writer’s view, the statement contained in the first 
sentence of the Point is subordinated to the principle or rule 
clearly and positively expressed in the second part of the Stand- 
ard. Moreover, according to the writer’s opinion, the right of all 
peoples to choose the ‘Torm of government” they wish to have 
is not to be identified with the full right of self-determination 
which may lead to the separation of racial groups from their 
historical state. The right to choose freely their form of gov- 
ernment cannot, in due logic, come into collision with the right 
of the restoration to the sovereignty of those peoples who have 
been forcibly deprived of it, while it concerns mainly the inner 
form of government under which they wish to live. 

For instance, in a restored Austria the people will be free 
to choose the republican or monarchical form of government, 
and they cannot be forced to live under a totalitarian form of 
government imposed by the foreign country. In a restored 
Czechoslovak Republic the right of the national minorities will 
be fully respected, but it cannot oppose the fundamental right 
of this state to see restored its sovereign rights of which it has 
been forcibly deprived by Nazi Germany. If the Sudeten Ger- 
mans or other racial groups wish to enjoy their own government, 
they should be free to do so, separating themselves from the 
Czechoslovak state and moving to another country. 

As The Times, commenting on the Common Principles 
(August 18, 1941), observed, the fixing of frontiers is no longer, 
as it has been in the past, the most urgent or the vital part of 
peace making. The important thing now is not so much to 
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change the location of frontiers but to change their character. 
In the same way The Economist (September 6, 1941), made 
the following pertinent observation: 

The world between wars has seen that, not minorities only, but 
even majorities need safeguarding in their rights. A "majorities treaty’* 
for Europe, or, to use the older phrase, a declaration that the riglits 
of man are the concern of the international community, would state one 
of the necessary limitations upon the undefined "full sovereignty" that 
the Charter guarantees to each independent nation. Such a clause 
would at the same time place a salutary limit to the right of people to 
choose their own government. It should not be possible for a people 
to choose a Hitler any more than it is considered lawful for a man to 
commit suicide— or murder."^ 

At any rate, the form of government cannot be imposed upon 
a nation by a foreign country, since a choice is the sovereign 
right of all peoples. 

The fourth principle refers to the insuring to all states of 
access, on equal terms, to the trade and the raw materials of the 
world which are needed for their economic prosperity. It ex- 
presses the American principle of free trade, the application of 
which would make impossible barter deals -of the Nazi type. 
The main significance of this principle lies, however, probably 
in the fact that the two most powerful economic powers of 
the world show the “endeavor” to renounce to a certain de- 
gree their monopolistic holding of most of the world's raw 

^ la the House of Commons, on September 1941, Mr. Churchill made plain 
that the promise of full sovereignty for the peoples of the world did not alter the 

f overnment’s policy within the British Commonwealth itself. The Economist, 
eptember 13. 1941. 

In Mr. Roosevelt’s speeches the "form of government” generally means the in- 
ner form of government, close to the "kind of society that we in the United States 
have chosen and established for ourselves,” address to the Democratic Convention 
at Chicago, July 18, 1940, The Bulletin of International Neivs, 1940, p. 935. In 
the President’s mind the right of all peoples to choose the form of government 
is identified with the "freedom from fear, of bein§ bombed or attacked by an- 
other nation,” Five Freedoms’ Speech, July 5, 1940, ibtd., p. 913. 

At the Second Allies Conference in London, on September 24, 1941, the rep- 
resentative of the U.S.S.R. stated that the Soviet Union has applied, and will 
s-pply* hi its foreign policy the principle of respect for the sovereign rights of 
peoples. Accordingly, the Soviet Union defends the right of every nation to the 
independence and territorial integrity of its country, and its right to establish 
such a social order and to choose such a form of government as it deems oppor- 
tune and necessary for the better promotion of its economic and cultural pros- 
perity. Cf. The Inter- Allied Review, October 15, 1941. 
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materials on whic±i their privileged position and sometimes 
their economic imperialism were based, and new paths to a 
freer world economy based upon free competition were opened. 
However, the intent of both great powers is limited by the 
^^due respect for their existing obligations/^ Moreover, the 
English-speaking powers do not renounce the possession which 
they have of the raw materials, but only wish to further the 
"enjoyment’' of raw materials by all states, great or small, victor 
or vanquished, on equal terms. Consequently, neither the re- 
turn of German colonies nor the eventual transformation of 
the colonial status into collective mandates is suggested or hinted 
by this principle. 

The governing idea of the Economic Charter is freedom 
from want, through an international cooperation, just as the 
freedom from fear should be, in the political field, the essential 
condition of a durable and just peace. From this point of view, 
the first step is the elimination of restrictions on foreign trade 
and the suppression of monopoly of raw materials. The clause 
regarding the existing obligations, such as the Ottawa Agree- 
ments, was protested by The National Foreign Trade Council 
as not in accord with the general aim of the American trade 
policy as well as by the Foreign Minister of The Netherlands 
at the second Inter- Allied Conference in London.® Obviously 
the clause cannot be perpetuated without impairing the opera- 
tion of the general mle. 

Nevertheless, the aim in point four is positive as well as nega- 
tive. It expresses the American principle of equality of oppor- 
tunity for all and particularly Mr. HuU’s five peace principles, 
enunciated on May 18, 1941. It also seems to imply Mr. 

* T£e Inter-Allied Review, October 15, 1941. The Czechoslovak government 
added to the economic part of the Charter the following suggestion; "that within 
the future economic structure of the world small nations, like Czechoslovakia, by 
access to an equitable share of raw materials and other necessary help, must be 

f iven an opportunity as equal among equals in close cooperation with their neigh- 
ors to reconstract quickly and permanently their devastated economic life." ibid. 
To the political part of the Charter the same government made the observation 
that "even when total disarmament of the aggressor states is accomplished, the 
defensive positions of nations who, for a long time, have been victims of aggres- 
sion will have to be considered," ibid. 
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Bevin’s idea of equitable distribution of raw materials and basic 
foodstuffs by cooperative action. 

In his speech at Llanduno, reported by The Times, on 
August 23, 1941, Mr. Bevin stated that the marketing of raw 
materials and of certain primary goods could no longer be left 
subject to the scramble of speculation; it must be organized. 
For his part he would like to pool goods on an international 
basis, pool the freights, and make a charge for their use on an 
international control. He hoped that the Declaration meant 
not only free access to raw materials but the working out of a 
system whereby these great basic materials would be free to 
mankind on equal terms. 

Some of the principles regarding the reprovisioning of 
Europe and the establishment of a bureau in London were set 
forth at the second Inter- Allied Conference on September 24, 
1941. The six-point Resolution adopted by the Conference 
can also be rightly considered as the first application of the fifth 
point of the Atlantic Charter. 

In fact, the fifth point expresses the British and American 
desire to bring about the fullest collaboration bettveen all na- 
tions in the economic field with the object of securing, for all, 
improved labor standards, economic advancement, and social 
security. 

The policy of fullest economic collaboration eliminates any 
vindictive peace to be applied by the victorious Allies to the 
totalitarian powers as far as the world can be insured against 
the repetition of the war at their hands. Obviously, the con- 
dition of the fullest international collaboration in the economic 
field is the final destruction of Nazi tyranny, and the ensuing 
establishment of the kind of peace which would afford to all 
nations safety and freedom from fear and want. This means — 
and this is the political significance of the sixth principle of 
the Charter — that Great Britain and the United States jointly 
assume the responsibility both for the destruction of Nazi tyranny 
and Nazi domination over the German and other nations and 
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for the peace, security, and prosperity of the postwar world by 
means of a joint economic and military force. 

From a negative point of view, the principles of the fullest 
economic collaboration and of the organization of a safe peace 
after the destruction of Hitlerite Germany signify that the United 
States will abandon her isolationism, which, on the other hand, 
would bring her an increased prestige and prosperity in a free 
and safe world. Nevertheless, Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill 
established this policy only as a possibility, the realization of 
which they hope for. It will depend on other nations as well as 
their own to follow the example of the leaders of both democ- 
racies.® It will depend also on the well-balanced and really 
democratic policy, both economic and social, of all nations. 

The seventh principle contains a common declaration of 
absolute liberty of the seas. This was declared in harmony 
with American policy, particularly with Wilson’s peace terms 
(point one), and in opposition to Nazi submarine piracy which 
was encroaching upon such freedom. This principle is formu- 
lated as part of an integral peace organization which would 
serve international trade and which would be implemented by 
a sufficient international power. As far as concerns the British 
Empire, freedom of the seas signifies for all the Dominions 
freedom from fear, if the phrase can be taken to mean the res- 
toration and maintenance of a Pax Oceanica. This peace, how- 
ever, can be maintained only by the united action of the British 
Empire and the United States. Consequently, Great Britain, 
the United States, and the Dominions depend, each in similar 
measure, upon the efforts of all others (The Times, October 3, 
1941 ). 

The eighth and last point declares the main postulate of a 
peace reconstruction for the world by stating that the two signa- 

» According to the report from Washington, published by The Times , August 
22, 1941, Mr. Roosevelt described the Joint Declaration as so clear that it is 
dmicult to oppose it in any major particular without automatically admitting 
willingness to accept a^ compromise with Nazism or to agree to a world peace 
which would give Nazism domination over large numbers of conquered nations 
and would permit Nazism ^ after an armed interval to extend its control over 
Europe and Asia to the American Hemisphere. 
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tories believe that all the nations of the world, for realistic as 
well as spiritual reasons, must come to the abandonment of the 
use of force. Since no future peace can be maintained if land, 
sea, or air armaments continue to be employed by nations which 
threaten, or may threaten, aggression outside their frontiers, 
they believe, pending the establishment of a wider and per- 
manent system of general security, that the disarmament of such 
nations is essential. That will lead also the peace-loving peoples 
to the reduction of armaments. 

Practically, such a postulate demands that Nazi Germany be 
disarmed, as well as Italy and also Japan. The question of how 
this may be realized is not indicated What seems to be certain 
is that the disarmament must be unilateral, being limited to the 
present and future aggressors, and that it will be carried out by 
the common action of the nations concerned. 

Hitlerite Germany must be not only disarmed but destroyed, 
because only after the final destruction of Nazi tyranny’^ can 
a safe peace be insured to all nations, including the German 
people. In the Charter there is no mention of the Fascist or 
other tyranny. However, the disarmament of the aggressors 
should be unilateral only until a wider and permanent system 
of general security is established. The permanent system of 
general security — apolitical, social, and military as well — can be 
established only within the durable framework of international 
cooperation of both great and small, victors and vanquished 
nations. 

While the question of the final peace settlement is left wide 
open by the authors of the Charter, the solution of the German 
problem was discussed with great frankness and eagerness. As 
Mr. Eden stated, the best way toward destruction of Nazi 
tyranny would be Hitler's deposition by the German people. 
When the Germans have provided themselves with a govern- 
ment .with which it is possible to treat, Germany would be 
penalized in the military sphere, but encouraged in iiie sphere of 
economics. The military terms would include such provisions 
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as shall guarantee to the world that it is no longer in Germany’s 
power, another twenty years hence, to plunge mankind into 
horrors of still another total war. Not only German war ma- 
terial but the ‘war potential” — ^that is to say, heavy industry 
and vital raw materials — ^would be removed from Germany. 

As The Times commented on August 18, 1941 : 

It would seem that some system of pooled and centralized control 
not merely of armaments but of “war potential’* at any rate over certain 
areas of the world, will ultimately be essential if the abandonment of 
the use of force which the Declaration rightly seeks is to be achieved. 

Mr. Eden added: 

But essential security having been imposed, no thought of aggrandize- 
ment or revenge is entertained in this country. On the contrary, it is our 
practical interest to further the economic as well as the moral rehabilita- 
tion of Germany, because a starving and a bankrupt Germany in the 
midst of Europe would poison all of us who are her neighbors. 

For the purpose of disarming Germany there must be created 
an International Police Force, whose three essential stages were 
pointed out by ''The Economist/^ September 6, 1941, as follows: 
(1) the unilateral armament of Britain, America, and Russia 
at the armistice; (2) the expansion within this nucleus of the 
role already played by the Allied armies, French, Poles, Czechs; 
• and, finally, (3) the association with it of units from the former 
aggressor nations. The system will not work if this last step 
toward international cooperation is abandoned. 

At any rate, both basic problems of the world peace — that is, 
the disarmament of the aggressor states and the economic re- 
construction of the world — ^presuppose the Anglo-American co- 
operation in the military, diplomatic, and economic fields. The 
Atlantic Charter is a starting point or “a foretaste” of this co- 
operation between the two great powers in the rebuilding of a 
peaceful world. Although the Charter represents the President’s 
standards, without binding Congress (Mr. Roosevelt sent the 
text to the Congress “for information and for the record”), it 
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contains principles of the American official policy at the present 
time which are common with the British policy and the United 
States and Great Britain are therefore able to coordinate their 
ejfforts aiming at the establishment of world peace and world 
welfare. 

As Mr. Roosevelt declared, the United States is going to 
play its full part as the arsenal of democracy and, when the 
dictatorships disintegrate, this country must continue to play its 
great part in the period of world reconstruction for the good 
of humanity. The Atlantic Charter shows the way to the Amer- 
ican action: negatively, refusing any compromise with Na2ism 
and, positively, stating basic ideas and policies which are com- 
mon to the British policy and universal in their practical ap- 
plication. 

They would also try to gain the confidence of the German 
people for the new world order which would be built by the 
Anglo-Saxon powers and by Russia with all the means at their 
disposal after the destruction of Na 2 i tyranny. 

But the Charter is directed, above all, to the subjugated 
nations of Europe, to give them hope and assurance of an Allied 
victory and to align them for an offensive which would come 
at an opportune moment. It is a psychological as well as a po- 
litical fact that in Mr. Churchill’s and Mr. Roosevelt’s minds, 
too, the common goal of their policy is indissolubly united with 
the liberation of the European nations from Nazi tyranny.^^ 

Cf. Mr. Churchill’s Message broadcast, August 24, 1941, TJbe New York 
Times, August 25, 1941: ’’Above all it is necessary to give hope and assurance 
of final victory to those many scores of millions of men and women who are 
battling for life and freedom or who have already bent down under the Nazi 
yoke.” 

Regarding Mr. Roosevelt’s attitude, it was reported from Washington by The 
Times, August 18, 1941, that the President spoke with deep earnestness of one 
aspect of affairs which had been overlooked both in the Joint Declaration and in 
comment upon it. This was the need for an exchange of views on what was 
happening m the nations which are now living under Nazi subjugation. The 
more it was examined, he s^d, the more terrible it seemed that such influences 
should be at work in the conquered and affiliated nations. It was something 
which should be driven home more and more into the minds of the peoples of 
democratic lands. 

Already in his^address of March 16, 1940, Mr. Roosevelt stated that "it cannot 
.be a sound peace if small nations live in fear of powerful neighbors, and that it 
cannot be a moral peace if freedom from invasion is denied to the sirmll nations,” 
The Bulletin of International News, 1940, p. 396. 

\ 
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This liberation has to be carried out not only by means of a 
military offensive of the Allies but also by a moral offensive 
of all the subjugated nations without excluding the German 
people themselves. For this purpose the British Prime Minister 
and the President of the United States formulated Eight Stand- 
ards, which are common to the British and American democ- 
racies and which have to be accepted by the European and other 
nations until they are completely restored throughout the world.^^ 
In conclusion, from the ideological and diplomatic point of 
view the Atlantic Charter is the solemn reassurance, by two 
world powers, of the faith and action, supported by all civilized 
peoples, that the only true basis of enduring peace is, negatively, 
the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny and the disarmament 
of all aggressor states and, positively, the willing cooperation of 
free peoples in a world in which, relieved of the menace of 
aggression, all may enjoy economic and social security as well as 
freedom of worship and of speech.^^ 


COMMENT ON THE EIGHT-POINT DECLARATION 


The Commission first notes, with much satisfaction, the 
extent to which the general objectives and purposes of the 
Eight Points coincide with those stated in its own Preliminary 
Report. Both assume, as a prerequisite step, "'the final destruc- 

On. November 4, 1941, a Joint Declaration was signed in New York announc- 
ing formation of an Economic Bloc of Poland, Crechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and 
Greece, which will embrace a i>opulation of 100,000,000 and will be enlarged by 
Hungary, Rumania, and Bulgaria after Germany is defeated. In the Declaration 
the conviction is expressed that the postwar peace will bring to the peoples en- 
joyment of the four freedoms defined in the Roosevelt- Churchill Declaration; and 
that the projected Union will play an important part in the reconstruction of Europe, 
The New York Times, November 4, 1941. 

The principles of freedom of religion and speech are not expressly incor- 
porated in the Charter. However, Mr. Roosevelt, as author of the Four Freedoms’ 
program, sending the Charter to the Congress, pointed out that ‘'the Declaration 
of principles includes of necessi^ the world need for freedom of religion and 
freedom of information. No society of the world organized under the announced 
principles could survive without these freedoms which are a part of the whole 
freedom for which we strive,’* The Department of State Bulletin, August 23, 1941. 

*3 By the Commission To Study the Organization of Peace. New York. p. 3-15. 
December, 1941. 
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tion of the Nazi tyranny.” As the Commission Report puts it, 
in a prefatory note, “if these forces should fail (the forces that 
make for international justice) there will be no community of 
nations to organize.” It accepts as the basis of thought in this 
field the interdependence of nations in the present day world, 
and agrees thoroughly with these two statesmen as to The 
World We Want — a world in which international coopera- 
tion shall prevail, rather than aggrandizement and conquest; 
a world in which the nation state remains the primary unit of 
international society, each free to choose its own form of gov- 
ernment, but all bound to respect the rights of others in the 
community; a world in which, quoting from the Report, “hu- 
man intelligence will organize and distribute the ample re- 
sources of nature so that all can live abundantly; a world in 
which intelligence will be devoted to human progress rather 
than destruction; a world in which a man’s labor may be di- 
rected toward his own advancement.” 

The central theme of hope the world over, for the post-war 
period, is a new deal for the individual human being. In this 
respect, the situation differs from previous peace settlements, 
which were considered in terms of sovereign states. Most of 
the discussions now under way concerning post-war reconstruc- 
tion recognize this attitude. All reports from England indicate 
a steady fusing of opinion in favor of a better life for the 
“little man.” President Roosevelt’s “freedom from fear and 
freedom from want,” show that American leaders are also 
thinking in these terms. The key to thinking today is social 
justice, and the preoccupation of these two statesmen with this 
need is manifest in the Eight Points. 

As to these principles and purposes, the Commission is 
happy to find itself in agreement with the Atlantic Charter. 
Its own Report goes much further, but the omission from the 
Eight Points of certain of the things sought by the Commission 
does not exclude them from future consideration. The leader 
of a democracy must rely upon the wishes of his people; and 
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the Commission believes that the American people are now 
prepared to develop and implement the program laid before 
them for their consideration. No more important duty rests 
upon the American citizen today than the study of these 
proposals. 

Point L This, it is believed, represents fairly the sincere 
belief of the American people. It states simply and squarely 
the fundamental difference between the Axis Powers, which do 
seek 'aggrandizement, territorial or otherwise,” and the United 
States and Britain, who do not. It gives hope to the subjugated 
peoples, and it would likewise give hope to the German people 
in defeat. But it lays upon the American people a responsi- 
bility; it calls for a willingness to make concessions. If the 
community of nations has now advanced to the stage in which 
it denies to its members the methods of force by which some 
of our great power and resources were acquired, we, as well 
as others, will have to make concessions to those people who 
do not have all they need; we cannot forbid the use of ag- 
grandizement as a means of remedying an unfair situation un- 
less we are willing ourselves to help with a remedy. It is not 
merely an inexpensive self-abnegation which will impress them, 
but real cooperation. 

Point 1, however, should not be interpreted as an effort 
to maintain a status quo ante. It may be necessary to make ter- 
ritorial readjustments, in order to lay a better foundation for 
the international organization which will be needed if co- 
operation is to be substituted for aggrandizement. Nor should 
it be interpreted so as to interfere with the responsibility for 
maintaining order in the world which will fall upon the 
victors, whether they like it or not. Such a control, of course, 
should be temporary; it may be noted, however, that unless 
a permanent world order is established, it might be necessary, 
as Secretary Knox suggested, for England and America to 
police the seas for a hundred years; it might even be necessary 
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for them to seize certain strategic points for their own pro- 
tection against the range of modern war. The surrender of the 
right of conquest implies the substitution, therefore, of com- 
munity order and justice. The Report of the Commission em- 
phasizes this alternative. 

Foint 2. The results of this statement are similar to those 
of Point 1, but some difficulties are to be noted. The negative 
form of statement is a recognition of the fact that a positive 
right of self-determination is impracticable. What is meant by 
the word "peoples”? Who is to determine the composition of 
that group which is to express its wishes freely? Is this point 
to be taken as an assurance to the German people that their pre- 
war frontiers will be restored? Suppose that it should be re- 
garded as essential to the reconstruction and security of the 
international order that Germany be broken into smaller units, 
would this be prohibited by Point 2? Would it, indeed, be 
possible to build a workable world order, or even European 
order, upon the frontiers which have existed in the past? It 
might require coercion to induce one people to accept the 
frontiers wished by another people, or to maintain them after 
they were established. There are involved also questions of 
colonies and mandated territories, and the restoration to their 
proper homes of many thousands who have been dislocated by 
the Nazi regime. It is difficult to see how these problems could 
be handled except through an international authority having 
power to decide and to enforce. 

The solution of the perennial territorial conflicts of Europe 
is rather to be found in provisions for freedom of economic 
intercourse across these frontiers. The example of the United 
States is useful here. The prohibition, in the American Con- 
stitution, of barriers to intercourse between the forty-eight states 
has made the location of frontiers of minor importance, and 
has made loyalty to the community as a whole of greater interest 
than local loyalty. 
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Point 3. In this statement, again, a noble principle is enun- 
ciated, but difficulties are to be found in putting it into practice. 
Who is to determine the composition of the groups which shall 
choose their own forms of government.^ And by whom is this 
right to be guaranteed.^ It would seem again to be necessary 
to establish an international authority with power to control; if 
such a power is used to guarantee a free election in such na- 
tions, would it not thereby be requiring some degree of democ- 
racy as a requisite to membership in the international organ- 
ization? If so, other questions are raised. Is it practicable or 
possible to require that all states shall be democratic? Is it 
true that democracy is so final and correct a form of govern- 
ment that no other form should be tried? Would this be to 
stifle political progress ? 

In its Statement of Aims (June 7, 1941) the Commission 
said: * 'Democracy, by its very principles, must concede to each 
nation the form of government which its people desire'*: but 
this was made "subject to the assurance by law of standards of 
individual liberty within each nation, and subject to an in- 
ternational guarantee against aggression by any nation." Fur- 
ther, "We hold that an international Bill of Rights, with such 
guarantees, is an indispensable basis of our own peace and 
security." These somewhat novel ideas were the result of be- 
lief that, unless an international system could reach into each 
state and guarantee against its riders a certain freedom of 
thought and expression, it would be possible for a dictator — 
as Hitler has done — to pervert his people into ways contrary 
to international law and order. Point 3 should not, then, be 
interpreted so as to leave to a nation, or to leaders therein, 
the possibility of jeopardizing the maintenance of order 
through an organized community of nations. There must be 
such an international system to determine who are the people 
who can choose their form of governments, to enforce their 
right to choose, to prevent dictators or outsiders from interfer- 
ing with that right, and to prevent the exercise of that right 
from doing injury to other members of the community. 
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The phrase ’'sovereign rights” also calls for attention. 
Doubtless, the authors of the Eight Points were thinking only 
of the restoration of national independence; but the term has 
unfortunate connotations. It could mean that unrestricted na- 
tional power which has in the past meant anarchy in the com- 
munity of nations ; and if this should be the meaning. 
Point 3 would be quite incompatible with subsequent points, 
the realization of which undoubtedly would call for some 
diminution of sovereign power. As to this, the Preliminary 
Report of the Commission speaks emphatically: "A sover- 
eign state, at the present time, claims the power to judge 
its own controversies, to enforce its own conception of its rights, 
to increase its armaments without limit, to treat its own na- 
tionals as it sees fit, to regulate its economic life without regard 
to the effect of such regulations upon its neighbors. These 
attributes of sovereignty must be limited.” The Report then 
lists, in five paragraphs, the limitations or renunciations of 
sovereignty which are necessary to achieve the new world toward 
which both it and the Eight Points look. 

If there is to be any meaning to subsequent points. Point 3 
must not be so interpreted as to put national sovereignty above 
law and order in the community of nations. 

Point 4. This, and the next two points, are important and 
far-seeing; with the objectives which they seek the Commission 
is in the heartiest agreement. Point 4 is in itself a limitation 
upon sovereignty, and is so stated in the Commission Report: 
"Nations must recognize that their right to regulate economic 
activities is not unlimited. The world has become an economic 
unit; all nations must have access to its raw materials and its 
manufactured articles. The effort to divide the world into sixty 
economic compartments is one of the causes of war.” 

From the government of the United States, an important 
further exposition of this point was made by Under-Secretary 
Welles in a speech on October 7, 1941. The entire speech 
should be read, for it is as forceful a brief presentation as can 
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be found. Only a short extract can be quoted here, and it 
refers directly to Point 4: ‘The basic conception is that your 
government is determined to move toward the creation of con- 
ditions under which restriction and unconscionable tariffs, pref- 
erences and discriminations are things of the past; under which 
no nation should seek to benefit itself at the expense of another; 
and under which destructive trade warfare shall be replaced 
by cooperation for the welfare of all nations.” If the American 
people will accept the advice of these governmental leaders — 
and it should not be concealed that it represents an important 
change in American policy — one of the greatest obstacles to the 
building of a prosperous community of nations will have been 
removed. 

Two remarks are to be made concerning this point. The ex- 
ception as to “existing obligations” could be interpreted in such 
a way as to destroy the entire meaning of the sentence. If it 
means that we are to be tied down to the past, that no changes 
can be made in the old treaty stmcture, then the whole of 3ie 
Eight Points become unrealizable. Much of the present conflict 
goes back to the fact that certain states have advantages; if these 
are to be treated as vested interests, explosions will follow. The 
German people — ^who might otherwise be encouraged to cease 
fighting through the refusal of discrimination found in the words 
“victor or vanquished” — ^would look with skepticism and dis- 
taste upon a democratic new order based upon maintenance of 
the vested rights of the democracies. Large readjustments in 
the field of economic nationalism, which ought not to be thought 
of as sacrifices, will be called for, and especially from the United 
States and England; if they excuse themselves upon the ground 
of “existing obligations,” their sincerity will be doubted and 
their leadership questioned. 

Point 4 can be little more than words unless an effective in- 
ternational authority is established to carry it through. The 
Preliminary Report of the Commission demands “international 
machinery with authority to regulate international communica- 
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tions and to deal with such problems as international commerce, 
finance, health, and labor standards/’ It is exactly in this field 
that the American people will be most reluctant to make changes, 
for these changes — such as accepting external limitations upon 
our tariff policy — ^will appear to them to be sacrifices. Actually, 
such changes will not mean loss, but gain; the past few years 
have demonstrated that the prosperity of each depends upon the 
prosperity of all. 

Point 5, The last sentence above carries over into this point, 
for it recognizes the interdependence of nations which is the 
foundation of all thinking in this field; it recognizes that no 
state alone is able adequately to advance the welfare of its mem- 
bers. Indirectly, Points 4 and 5 state again the fundamental 
opposition to the Nazi regime, which does not think in terms of 
the advancement of the human being. The League of Nations 
was not given sufficient authority to enable it to contribute, 
through international action, to social justice within nations. The 
experience of the International Labor Organization reveals the 
possibilities of contributing to human welfare, but likewise shows 
that more than "collaboration” is needed. 

The Report of the Commission over and over again em- 
phasizes that the attainment of social justice requires interna- 
tional agreement and organization. The efforts of any one 
state alone may be frustrated by conditions outside that state. 
We must go beyond bilateral treaties, for the relationships within 
the community of nations are far more complex. The problem 
of assuring social justice is an ever-changing one, and calls for 
continuing organization to deal with it. In this point is the 
essence of the new order which needs to be offered by democ- 
racies in opposition to the new orders of Germany or Japan. 

Point 6. The defeat of the Nazi regime is a prerequisite to 
any advance toward international order. It is sure, however, that 
there will be other aggressors in the future; and the general 
principle of collective action against any aggressor must be the 
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foundation of the future world order. It is a principle thor- 
oughly proven in human experience and accepted by all peoples. 
War, in its modern character, makes freedom from fear and 
want impossible. No nation can provide for the economic 
security of its members, or enable them to live the sort of life 
which they may wish, so long as war is possible. The mere 
threat of war, in its modern character, necessitates totalitarian 
government at the expense of democracy. Each nation must 
divert the energies of its citi 2 ens from the activities which they 
prefer, and order them into fields of work which they may dis- 
like, for the purpose of destruction. No one state is capable 
of protecting its citizens against this menace; each must turn 
to the collective action of the community of nations for support. 
This means a strong international government, with the physical 
power to defeat any attempt at aggression. The Report of the 
Commission calls for "'Adequate police forces, world-wide or 
regional, and world-wide economic sanctions, to prevent aggres- 
sion and to support international covenants.*' 

Pomt 7. This point has a value in the immediate situation, 
but is of minor importance in the permanent settlement because 
its realization depends upon the ability of the community of 
nations to bring war under control. It is war which interrupts 
freedom of movement upon the seas, and of traffic in general; 
and, as Eugene Staley says, a stoppage in traffic is one of the 
greatest possible disasters in this interdependent world. If war 
can be brought under control, there will not be much difficulty 
as to the freedom of the seas. It should be noted, too, that it is 
naval action which interferes with movement upon the seas, 
and that Britain and the United States are the great naval powers. 
The restrictions which might be implied in this article would 
therefore be largely addressed to the United States and Britain. 
If the larger problem of war could be solved, navies would dis- 
appear, and with them the difficulty of keeping the seas open. 

There must, of course, be freedom of communications and 
transportation if nations are to rely upon each other for their 
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needs, but this freedom must be limited and administered if it 
is to be workable. Without such international regulation, free- 
dom could be abused, and, like restoration of national sover- 
eignty, lead to international anarchy. 

Point 8, It must be recognized that, whether they like it or 
not, the responsibility for maintaining order in the world for a 
period following the cessation of hostilities will rest upon the 
victors, and that it will be necessary for them to retain their 
armed strength until order has been restored. But assurance 
needs to be given that they will not always retain this superiority. 
Disarmament must be universal, and Point 8 justly asks that 
all nations come to the abandonment of the use of force. The 
reduction of the "staggering burden of armaments" is part of 
the liberation of man from fear of aggression, but, as this point 
indicates, and as the intensive efforts of the League of Nations 
proved, disarmament depends upon the larger problem of se- 
curity. "Abandonment" is not a strong enough word; the 
"renunciation" of the Pact of Paris was not enough. Security 
calls for more than the wish — and Americans have been guilty of 
much wishful thinking, recently; it calls for an international 
system strong enough to protect those states which have dis- 
armed and to provide justice for them. By implication, Point 8 
recognizes this, for it speaks of a "wider and permanent system 
of general security." The Commission, though it likewise offers 
no blueprint, does sketch the outlines of such a system, and 
attempts to make clear the fact — ^which democratic peoples must 
recognize — ^that the cheering ideals offered them in Points 4, 
5 and 6 are impossible of realization except through some 
form of international government. The American people have 
tried to secure reduction of armaments, and in vain; from their 
experience they should now be prepared to believe that they 
must join with others of the community of nations in a collective 
guarantee of security before they can hope for diminution of 
the burden of armaments. 
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Point 8 puts the imagination to work as to the procedure 
of making the peace. Its connotation and context give some 
cause for believing that its authors were thinking in terms of the 
transition or armistice period, whereas in other points they were 
thinking* of permanent objectives. There is no doubt, as was 
suggested above, that a victorious England and America would 
actually have this power and responsibility; it will probably be 
true, also, that no one else will be able to shoulder the respon- 
sibility. In any case, decisions should not be taken by embittered 
and perhaps vindictive victors; they should be taken in the 
name of the organized community of nations. Even the demo- 
cratic allies of these two nations would look askance at an Anglo- 
American domination of the world. They should have a voice 
in the decisions to be taken, and we would want them to have 
a voice. On the other hand, the British and Americans do not 
seek domination, and would not like a situation which might 
offer apparent ground for such a charge. The only alternative, 
however, is some sort of international association formed before 
the armistice bugle sounds, and prepared to share in the task 
of making decisions. Even though the power of action will be- 
long to England and America, they should act only through the 
organized community — a community organized at once, ready for 
use when the time comes. 

SH Hf * 

One word, found in the 8th Point, deserves special con- 
sideration. It is unusual to find statesmen using such a word 
as “spiritual”; and its use by these two statesmen illuminates 
their own feelings as to the issues now at stake, and recognizes 
the character of the sentiments of their peoples. There is a 
widespread conviction that disregard for fundamental moral 
principles led to the present conflict, and that for its solution 
we must return to those principles. In his Christmas Message 
of 1939, Pope Pius XII said: 

Fifth. But even better and more complete settlements will be imperfect 
and condemned to ultimate failure, if those who guide the destinies 
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of peoples, and the peoples themselves, do not allow themselves to be 
penetrated more and more by that spirit from which alone can arise 
life, authority and obligation for the dead letter of articles in interna- 
tional agreements — by that spirit, namely, of intimate, acute responsibility 
that measures and weighs his human statutes according to the holy un- 
shakable rules of Divine Law ... by that universal love which is the 
compendium of and most comprehensive term for the Christian ideal, 
and therefore throws across also a bridge to those who have not the 
benefit of participating in our own Faith. 

The American Council of the World Alliance for Interna- 
tional Friendship through the Churches, in a statement of 1940, 
says: 

There is an imperative need in this critical time for strong faith in the 
sovereignty of God and in the brotherhood of man and for a resolute 
determination to do our part in establishing a better international order. 
As the dark reality of war spreads over the world and we hasten our 
defenses against it, we appeal to Americans of all faiths and creeds 
to be calm and just, and to hold steadfastly to their basic belief in 
God, democracy and the right. 

The Malvern Conference, in England in January of 1941, 
held that the two most vital demands concerning social recon- 
struction should be: *The restoration of man’s economic activity 
to its proper place as the servant of his whole personal life, and 
the expression of his status in the natural world as a child of 
God for whom Christ died.” 

Such expressions are frequent today, and stand in stark con- 
trast to the purposeful destruction of religious and moral princi- 
ples by the Na 2 i system. With this outlook the Commission 
To Study the Organization of Peace is in agreement, and the 
initial words of its Preliminary Report should be repeated: 

No system of laws and organization can be of value without the living 
faith and spirit behind and in it. No world organization can succeed 
without mutual confidence on the part of its members. Our problem is 
largely an ethical one; it involves recognition on the part of all peoples, 
large and small, strong and weak, of the rights of others; a willingness 
on the part of all to make sacrifices for the general good; a belief in 
the existence of a power in the world that makes for righteousness. 
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The Atlantic Charter appeals to the most powerful force in 
humanity, the spiritual forces; a program such as it sets forth 
cannot fail to win the support of all men. Its emphasis is prop- 
erly upon such ideals, for machinery alone is not enough; such 
machinery must have behind it the power of popular support 
and the directive force of ideals. On the other hand, machinery 
is necessary to put these ideals into effect, and it must be made 
clear to the peoples of the world, and particularly to the Ameri- 
can people, that their hopes can not be achieved unless they are 
willing to establish and uphold an international system. Such 
an international government should be regarded, as the machinery 
of the state is regarded, simply as an agency through which 
humanity seeks to accomplish its purposes. It is the duty of 
democratic peoples to translate these hopes of human advance 
into machinery and methods; and the American people par- 
ticularly must realize that such a system can have little hope 
without their whole-hearted support and even their leadership. 


IF WE OWN THE FUTURE 


My basic quarrel with Federal Union is that to the extent 
that it provides for a world centralism, it is thinking in terms 
of a deliberative rather than a functional authority. And this, 
I think, not only strips it of its utility for the future, but is even 
a misreading of the spirit of the American Founding Fathers, 
from whom Federal Union derives so much. 

The American Constitution, with its emphasis upon separated 
powers, and with its conception of government as a sequence of 
legislation, execution, and construction, is a poor model for a 
world state which will have to tackle problems more difficult 
than any in modern history. The essence of government today 
is to be found in a fusion between the consultative, the technical, 
and the administrative. This is true even of American national 
government: the measure of our capacity to survive has been our 


^^From IJeas for the tee Age, by Max Lerner, Professor 
Williams College, p. 7(S-9. Viking Press. New York. ’41. 
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capacity to move away from our earlier Congressional govern- 
ment and our later government by judiciary, toward a newer 
executive and administrative process. What is true of the Amer- 
ican national state must be even truer of the world centralism 
we are envisaging. It will have difficult problems to deal with — 
of the recognition and support of constitutional governments in 
the defeated countries, of the supplying of a devastated and 
famished Europe and Asia with the means of sustaining life 
and rebuilding industry, of the rebuilding and replanning of 
whole cities and areas, of the movement of industries and the 
repatriation of peoples, of international policing, of trade and 
colonies and foreign investments. And in this context the em- 
phasis of Federal Union upon an international legislative as- 
sembly, with its membership carefully distributed among the 
constituent nations, is something short of realism. Our recent 
experience with Congress should have indicated the failure of 
parliamentary decision in the problems with which modern 
governments are chiefly concerned. 

I have said that the essence of modern government lies in 
a fusion of the consultative, the technical, and the administrative. 
An application of that principle to the world federal state would 
mean that the tasks I have described would have to be accom- 
plished not in the forum of a world assembly, but by mixed 
comnaussions including political representatives of particular 
class and functional outlooks, technical advisers in the economic, 
military, labor, educational areas, and competent trained ad- 
ministrators. This would provide at once political power and 
responsibility, technical expertise, administrative realism. I 
should be willing to trade the entire proceedings of a world 
assembly for even a small portion of these. 

Nor need these be mainly paper constructs. One of the 
heritages of the era of constitutional government has been a 
reliance on the power of words on paper to constitute a polity. 
Woodrow Wilson's League of Nations group suflPered from the 
same itch for constitution-making, for the structural as con- 
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trasted with the organic. Less important than a ready-made 
constitution is the succession of steps from where we are now, 
through economic cooperation with Latin America, war coopera- 
tion with Britain, Russia, China, the setting-up of an economic 
general staff not only for the war effort but for the postwar 
effort as well, the transition from the present "'phantom” gov- 
ernments of the vanquished states in London and the economic 
and military missions in London, Moscow, Washington, Chung- 
king, to the mixed commissions I have been describing, the in- 
stitutionalization of these makeshift arrangements until they 
become an organic part of the national governments concerned 
and therefore of the world state. A peace conference there will 
have to be; but we must not depend on it to take more than a 
few preliminary postwar steps. The creative work will have to 
be done outside the feverish atmosphere of a peace conference, 
vulnerable as it is to every pressure and intrigue. 

That means that we shall have to envisage a transition period 
between the end of the war and the effective functioning of the 
new world economic arrangements and political mechanisms. 
In that transition period the nations that have the economic 
power, the political prestige, the moral strength in the world 
will have to take the pragmatic leadership. They will have to 
solve the enormously difficult problem of finding or setting up 
governments in the defeated countries with which they can deal, 
a problem serious enough in nations like France and Rumania, 
but almost insuperable in Germany itself. Ferrero has suggested, 
in his recent Reconstruction of Europe, that the European powers 
faced the same problem after the Napoleonic wars, and that it 
was the genius of Talleyrand that found the solution. How- 
ever that may be, the test we shall do best to use is not merely 
legitimacy in the line of pre-Hitler succession, but the extent 
to which the government has the confidence of the large majority 
of its people, the extent to which its members can point to 
genuine anti-fascist and pro-democratic behavior in the past, the 
extent to which they can combine firm and realistic action with 
strength enough to brook an opposition. 
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In all that I have said the accent has been on a pragmatic 
eJGfectiveness within a democratic framework. That was, I think, 
the spirit of those who founded our government They used 
the best wisdom of their time in an approach to the problems 
of their time. We cannot be content with reverting to their 
political forms in our approach to the problems of our time. 
It will be better for us to borrow their spirit than their solutions. 

There remains the question of the auspices under which all 
this can be accomplished. That they must be democratic is a 
first principle. But one does violence to democracy by speaking 
of an ''American century,” or dreaming of a British-American 
condominium over the world. Democracy is a world force, 
capable of liberating still untapped productive and moral en- 
ergies all over the world. A democratic postwar world would 
mean one which put into power in every nation, and at the world 
center, those groups that best understood and expressed the felt 
needs and the possibilities of their culture. 

There has been a good deal of talk, and not all of it unjusti- 
fied, of the gap between have and have-not nations. To move 
from the fact of possession to the fact of social function is as 
necessary in the international as in the national sphere. Similarly 
one can draw a parallel between the movement within a nation 
away from the manipulation and exploitation of scarcities to the 
fullest expansion of productive capacities, and the similar move- 
ment in the international sphere. The democracy of the future 
will mean the sort of national and world government which 
allows for these directions. And this must mean a transfer of 
governmental function to the groups which have the technical 
skill and the knowledge of the industrial and administrative arts, 
the groups that are untrammeled by the vested ideas that have 
not worked in the past and unblinded by disabilities of social 
vision, the groups which are willing to convert into general living 
standards and cultural potentialities the goods and services whose 
production they organize. 
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Without an effective transfer of social function and political 
power to these groups and their leaders, the present war against 
fascism will not finally have been settled. 

THE WAR AND THE PEACE 

The search for a creative and an enduring peace demands 
a true understanding of the world situation and of the conditions 
which have brought it into being. The war is a reflection of a 
crisis in civilization itself. Its ultimate cause lies in the common 
failure to utilize and control in accordance with the principles 
of morality the powers and resources which the developments 
of science and machinery have made available in the modern 
world. It is upon the redemption of this failure that a valid 
peace depends. To separate, therefore, the issues raised by the 
war from those involved in the making of the peace is to mis- 
interpret the character of the crisis. The essential problem is to 
find ways and means of moulding to desirable ends the revolu- 
tionary changes which are already in process and which are at 
once the nature and consequence of the war. 

This task cannot be achieved without a moral inspiration and 
purpose. Democracy by definition proclaims the significance of 
the individual person, the right to a true freedom for all men, 
irrespective of race or nationality, and the reality of the common 
interest which unites them. But the democratic peoples have so 
far lacked the faith and the courage to implement these prin- 
ciples. They have only too frequently betrayed them in the 
ordering of their social and economic life, and so have produced 
the national disorders and the recourse to violence as the ap- 
parently sole hope of change which have imperilled civilization 
and have led to war. If the basic principles of democracy do 
indeed reflect a faith and a philosophy, they must be made to 
shape our aims and institutions as completely as the rival phi- 
losophies have found expression in their systems. There can be 

^ By Commission To Study the Orgaiii2ation of Peace. J^ew York. Bulletin 
No. 8. |). 3*4. August 15>4l^ 
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no driving force sufficient to establish a new social and inter- 
national order unless it rests upon a deep sense of spiritual pur- 
pose, a clear vision of the goal and a courageous pursuit of the 
practical steps which its fulfilment requires. 

The new international order which under this impulse we 
are to seek to achieve must, we believe, have three major features: 

1. It must be based upon a common standard of social values 
— a new charter of human rights and obligations to be applied 
to all peoples irrespective of race or nationality, class or creed. 

2. It must establish a new international economic authority 
(to be developed from existing agencies where these are serv- 
iceable) charged with the responsibility of raising the general 
standard of living and for this purpose of securing a more 
equitable distribution of raw materials to meet the primary needs 
of mankind. It must as a corollary liberate the peoples in colonial 
areas from exploitation and poverty. 

3. It must create a system of political cooperation for the 
world community based upon far-reaching modifications of 
national sovereignty, and involving the setting up of an inter- 
national authority having among other tasks the responsibility of 
effecting a progressive world disarmament and of controlling in 
the meantime such armaments as may remain. 

If Great Britain and the British Dominions are to commend 
the conception of democratic freedom which they profess to 
serve and which they offer to the peoples of Europe and the wider 
world, this freedom must be demonstrated as a reality, not merely 
in Great Britain and the British Dominions, but also in the 
“dependent” areas which they control. In this relation the 
present situation in India is of vital importance. If a full settle- 
ment of the constitutional problem cannot be reached in the 
midst of war, it is none the less essential that we should prove 
our sincerity by prompt negotiation with Indian leaders in order 
to establish a transitional government and by a definitive ac- 
ceptance of India’s freedom at the close of the war. 
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The new international order envisaged in these proposals 
implies the realization of a better social and industrial order 
within each country. The problem of international economic 
cooperation is at root a national rather than an international 
problem. The modern industrial nation with its millions of 
undernourished people is unable to consume as rapidly as it 
can produce. The result is the feverish and provocative struggle 
for overseas markets and areas of influence, the building up of 
trade restrictions, and the creation of the economic frictions 
which lead to war. The problem originates in the social and 
industrial order at home and the key to its solution is to be found 
in the enhanced well-being of the mass of the people every- 
where. It is essential, therefore, to promote a program of do- 
mestic social change which has as its central objectives: 

1. A monetary system which makes finance and credit the 
servant and not the master of the community, and establishes 
the satisfaction of human need as the governing factor in pro- 
duction and distribution. 

2. The effective social control of the land and other prin- 
cipal means of production — especially those which tend to 
be monopolistic. 

3. The highest standard of life which the productive re- 
sources of the community make possible for all its citizens. 

4. A system of education making full educational opportunity 
available to all members of the community. 

COMPARATIVE TABLE OF PEACE AIMS 
AND PRINCIPLES 16 

Comparative table of the scope and direction of the aims and 
principles enunciated respectively in (1) the’ Atlantic Charter; 

“ By Bertram Pickard, former Chairman of the International Consultative 
Group. Geneva, Switeerlaad, and for fourteen years secretary of the Friends 
Center in that city. Commission To Study the Organization of Peace. New York. 
Bulletin No- 9- p. 1-3. September-Novembcr, 1941. 
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(2) the Fourteen Points of President Wilson; (3) The Pope’s 
Five Peace Points; and (4) the proposals (six principles plus a 
suggestion regarding international organization) set forth in 
A Call to Persons of Good Will’’ issued by the American 
Friends Service Committee in June 1941. 


Aims and Principles Atlantic Wilson's Pope’s A.F.S.C. 

Charter 14 ^ 7 

8 Points Points Points Points 


POLITICAL 

Self-determination, national 
and cultural independ- 
ence: equality of rights 

2 , 3,6 

6-13 

1 

3 

Colonial policy 


5 

4 

6 

Disarmament 

8 

4 

(implied) 

2 

1 

General security through 
international institutions 

8 

14 

3 

1,7 

Open diplomacy 


1 


(implied) 

Freedom of the seas 

7 

2 



Protection of minorities . . 

6 


4 


ECONOMIC AND 

SOCIAL 

Removal of economic barri- 
ers (access to markets 
and raw materials) . . . 

(implied) 

4 

3 

4 

5 

International economic co- 
operation for mutual 
prosperity and social 
security 

5 


(implied) 

41 * 

4 




(implied) 



” The es^ntially Wilsonian doctrine of self-determination, otriously enough is 
not included in the l4 Points as a general principle. But in his famous speech to 
Congress of Januai^ 8th, 1918, Wilson demanded that *’1±ie world be made safe 
for every jpeace-loving nation” in language which is clearly reflected in Point 3 of 
the Atlantic Charter and Point 1 of the Pope’s 5 Points, Points 6-13 of the 14 
Points represent specific applicatioris of the principle of self-determination relating 
to the post-war situations of Russia, Belgium, Prance, Italy, Austria-Hungary, the 
Balkans, Turkey, and Poland. 

^ It should be noted that when the Pom’s 5 Points were approved jointly 
by the leaders of the Catholic, Anglican and free Churches in England in a joint 
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2. They desire to see no territorial changes that do not 
accord with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples con- 
cerned ; 

3. They respect the right of all peoples to choose the form 
of government under which they will live; and they wish to 
see sovereign rights and self-government restored to those who 
have been forcibly deprived of them ; 

4. They will endeavor, with due respect for their existing 
obligations, to further the enjoyment by all States, great or 
small, victor or vanquished, of access, on equal terms, to the 
trade and to the raw materials of the world which are needed 
for their economic prosperity ; 

5. They desire to bring about the fullest collaboration be- 
tween all nations in the economic field with the object of 
securing, for all, improved labor standards, economic adjustment, 
and social security; 

6. After the final destruction of the Nazi tyranny, they hope 
to see established a peace which will afFord to all nations the 
means of dwelling in safety within their own boundaries, and 
which will afford assurance that all the men in all the lands 
may live out their lives in freedom from fear and want; 

1 , Such a peace should enable all men to traverse the high 
seas and oceans without hindrance; 

8. They believe that all of the nations of the world, for 
realistic as well as spiritual reasons, must come to the abandon- 
ment of the use of force. Since no future peace can be maintained 
if land, sea or air armaments continue to be employed by nations 
which threaten, or may threaten, aggression outside of their 
frontiers, they believe, pending the establishment of a wider and 
permanent system of general security, that the disarmament of 
such nations is essential. They will likewise aid and encourage 
all other practicable measures which will lighten for peace- 
loving peoples the crushing burden of armaments. 

Franklin D. Roosevelt 
Winston S. Churohill 
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EXCERPTS 

We strongly believe that education must deal with the future 
as well as with past and present problems; we therefore believe 
it is a major task of American colleges to give active considera- 
tion to the problem of post-war reconstruction and reconciliation, 
and to the development of plans for a world in which war will 
no longer be necessary, — Point 6 of Resolutions adopted by 
faculty a7id students of Antioch College December 11, 1941. 
Antioch Notes. Ja. 15, *41. p. 8. 

The Atlantic Charter seems to guarantee that one of Britain's 
mistakes after the last war shall not recur. Great Britain and 
the U.S.A. have undertaken not to turn away from Europe, the 
moment arms are laid down; but to accept common responsibility 
for building up Europe in such a way as to make a third world 
war impossible in the near future. — Fortnightly. N. '41. p. 419. 

The Anglo-American alliance for policing the post-war world, 
the avowed aim of the Charter of the Atlantic as interpreted by 
Prime Minister Churchill and Secretary Knox, promises not the 
elimination of the war system or imperialism, but an endless 
cycle of wars abroad and fascist regimentation at home to main- 
tain them. 

Only a democratic and socialist victory followed by a demo- 
cratic and socialist peace can free the world from the recurrent 
fear of endless war. — Statement by the National Executive Com- 
mittee of the Socialist Party. Call. Ja. 3, '41. p. 1. 

For months already Nazi propagandists have been broad- 
casting from Germany attacks against the plan of Union Now — 
a significant attention for a foreign government to pay to a 
private campaign. The Nazis have been trying to alarm British 
listeners by telling them that Union means reducing Britain to 
the status of a 49th State in America. They have sought to turn 
Americans against Union by the lie that Union means handing 
America over to the British. 
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The fact that the Na^is have been trying so long to prevent 
Union by this old "Divide-and-Rule'' game — ^that fact speaks for 
itself on the timeliness of our petition for Union Now. — 
Clarence K. Streit, Author of ''Union Now/' Statement, D. 18, 
'41. mim. 

Consider the matter of waging war in association with other 
peoples against a common enemy. This may be done on the 
basis of an alliance of governments or it may be done as a union 
of peoples. The British and French started out with an alliance, 
and we saw its disintegration last summer, giving way to a 
separate peace on the part of France. 

Churchill knows his American history. He recalled that the 
colonists fought George III, not on an alliance basis, but as a 
union. Even with the. colony of New York occupied by the 
British, there was no question of a separate peace, because the 
powers to wage war and conclude peace were placed in the hands 
of the Continental Congress. New York fought on until victory 
was assured for all the colonies. With that experience in mind, 
Churchill offered France complete union at the eleventh hour. 
It came too late. 

Are we not today faced with the same choice between alliance 
and union in our collaboration with the British democracies? 
Past experience should teach us that now, as then, in union 
there is strength, and that in alliance lurk myriad hazards. — 
Thatcher M. Adams, Hamden, Conn. New York Times. My. 14, 
’41. p. 20. 

No amount of hindsight will enable us to undo the terrible 
errors of the past; but we can determine now never to repeat 
them. The airplane has made it forever impossible for us again 
to ignore any future threat to the peace of the world from any 
quarter whatever. Even the oceans have now been shown to be 
only partially protecting frontiers which must give less protec- 
tion each year. We can no longer be indifferent when any great 
nation anywhere becomes the tool of a dictatorial, secretive and 
belligerent government. If peace is to be preserved, it must be 
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preserved by nations known to be both strong enough and de- 
termined enough to stamp out any threat to peace before it has 
been allowed to grow to any real dimensions. 

The United States and the British Commonwealth must form 
the democratic nucleus of such a group. They alone, in fact, 
acting together, would assure the success of such a group. The 
war is certain to be won, and the world’s future civilization to 
be preserved, if the two great English-speaking peoples, in Mr, 
Churchill’s magnificent words, learn to 'walk together in majesty, 
in justice and in peace.” — Edhortal Anglo-American 

Unity” New York Times. D. 27, ’41. p. 18. 

Some day there shall be a union of all the peoples of the 
world in a universal brotherhood. 

Some day the North and the South and the East and the 
West shall live together in happy comradeship. 

But the time has not yet come for this. 

The time has come for a mighty Indo-British Commonwealth 
of Free and Interdependent Nations. 

The time has also come for a great alliance between this 
Commonwealth and the United States of America. 

The time has also come for a United States of Europe. 

And foreshadowing the union of the peoples of the world, 
the time has come for a worldwide fellowship of nations and of 
faiths- 

The last great war should have begun its true peace in these. 

Its purpose failed. 

This still greater catastrophe must begin its true peace in 
these, or it too will have failed. 

And then will come another war. 

All servants of peace must help so to prepare public opinion 
in every land that nothing less than these shall satisfy the public 
will when the time comes for the war to end and for peace to 
begin. — Conscience (India). O. 3, ’40. Special Supp. 

The answer to enemy propagandists who pretend that the 
Atlantic Charter is merely a plan prepared by British and 
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American capitalists to dominate Europe is simple enough. There 
is a world of difference between a free association of peoples 
whose internal liberties and constitutions are scmpulously re- 
spected, and the forced cooperation imposed on conquered 
peoples by conquerors who have violated not only their inter- 
national obligations, but the most elementary rules of inter- 
national law concerning occupied countries. There is the same 
difference between the acceptance by independent states of an 
international authority for defense and economic collaboration, 
and the submission of oppressed countries to the authority of 
one nation or one “race** to economic and military oppression. 
But in order to bring home this argument to aU and to vindicate 
the principle of interdependence from the attacks directed against 
it, it is essential that the distinctions made between the policy 
pursued by the small peaceful powers, from 1919 to 1939, should 
be considered in all fairness, and that responsibilities for former 
mistakes should not be systematically shifted from the stronger 
to* the weaker shoulders. The spirit of the Charter is a spirit 
of friendly cooperation, and friendly cooperation in the future 
implies a friendly understanding of the past . — Emile CammaertSf 
Professor of Belgian Studies and Institutions, University of Lon^ 
don. Contemporary Review. Ja. '42. p. 20-1. 

The day is past when any nation can stand alone. The price 
of liberty, as well as the price of international law and order, is 
effective cooperation, with mutual sacrifices for the common 
good. 

Such cooperation does not necessarily mean a new and more 
powerful League of Nations. It does not necessarily mean “union 
now” in some form of federated world government. It could 
conceivably mean nothing more complicated than extension of the 
basic principle of the Monroe Doctrine to cover the British Com- 
monwealth of Nations, with equivalent reciprocal guarantees for 
our protection. This would place under control of peace-loving 
democratic peoples three-fourths of the potential military power 
of the entire world. The precise type of cooperation is less im- 
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portant than the fact of cooperation. But cooperation of some 
sort there must be. Only thus can overwhelming potential force 
be marshalled on the side of justice, and the security of all be 
assured at reasonable cost to each . — Douglas Johnson^ Professor 
of Physiography^ Columbia University; member of American 
Commission To Negotiate Peace at Paris in 1918-19. Interna- 
tional Conciliation, D. ’41. p, 719. 

If the Declaration of the Atlantic, signed by the President 
of the United States and by the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom and released to the world on August 14, 1941, is taken 
merely as a restatement of the democratic faith in international 
relationships, nine-tenths of its significance will be lost. The 
ideas are not particularly new nor is the language unduly in- 
spired. Its tme significance lies in the identity of the signatories 
and in the place where it was signed. The Declaration marks, 
in effect, the assumption by the two great English-speaking de- 
mocracies of the leadership of the free world. It serves notice 
that, when the victory has been won, the ideas that will be 
dominant in the world will be the faiths and the aspirations and 
the doctrines that are common to Britain and America. The fact 
that its only date line is 'The Atlantic Ocean” is as significant 
as the signatories. Nothing could have more dramatically dem- 
onstrated the change that has come over the role of the Atlantic 
in the popular thinking of both countries. The ocean is no 
longer a barrier, a moat, a gap in space. It is a highway, a 
meeting-place, a common avenue of approach. Implicit in every 
line of the Declaration is the proclamation that hope for the 
world's future — ^the only hope — lies in the continued collabora- 
tion of the Oceanic Commonwealth of Free Nations . — Geoffrey 
Crowther, Editor, The Economist, London. Foreign Affairs. O. 
*41. p. 1. 

The idea [of a federal democratic union] is an intriguing 
one, especially when considered in all its manifold implications. 
It would unite the 13,539,113 square miles of the British Empire 
with the 3,738,395 square miles of the United States, the com- 
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bined territory exceeding that of the U.S.S.R. and China put 
together. The combined populations would total about 
635,000,000 people, almost equal to the combined populations 
of the U.S.S.R. and China. The union would bring about ideal 
conditions in certain respects. Its citizens would be able to move 
to and between a large number of countries without the vexation 
of visas and customs formalities. 


Politically, it would seem to be a comparatively simple matter 
to establish such a union, but the economic difficulties would be 
enormous. In the years after World War I, Britain had difficulty 
in holding her empire together. Politically and ideologically the 
various units of the empire were united, but economic rivalries 
represented a serious centrifugal force. Britain was compelled 
to grant Dominion status to Canada, South Africa, Australia and 
New Zealand — later to the Irish Free State — and to grant 
certain economic "preferences” to the Dominions in order to 
preserve their attachment to the mother country. 

In a union embracing still more numerous lands and peoples 
the same difficulties would be encountered on a larger scale. 
That is why the idea of union, along the lines of Clarence 
Streit*s plan, may forever remain a distant dream . — China Weekly 
Review, Je. 28, '41. p. 109-10. 


The formal approval of the Atlantic Charter on Wednesday 
by the Allied governments at present domiciled in London and 
by the government of the Soviet Union is an event of considerable 
importance, for it means that the governments concerned have 
decided after full deliberation to accept unreservedly principles 
whose recognition may in some cases involve a definite change in 
national policies. Russia, for example, in abjuring all territorial 
aggrandizement, must be held to waive all claim to the Polish 
territory she has acquired since Poland was first invaded, while 
the Poles themselves must be a little concerned as to how far 
the inhabitants of some parts of their former territory now 
acquire the right of self-determination. Now that the application 
of the Atlantic Charter is being discussed as a practical proposi- 
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tion, as of course it should be, it is important to decide what its 
starting-point is. It must clearly provide for the restoration of 
the status quo existing some time earlier than the outbreak of 
the present war. The forcible annexation of Austria took place 
in March, 1938. That, emphatically, is a territorial change which 
must not stand unless it accords with the freely-expressed wishes 
of the Austrian people; which suggests that the aim must be a 
return to pre-1938 frontiers in Europe, subject to any changes 
consistent with the principles of the Atlantic Charter. No change 
achieved by force can be valid for that reason, but certain changes 
made by force may in spite of that be validated on other grounds. 
The Dutch Foreign Minister’s demurrer to the ‘existing obliga- 
tions” reservation in the clause dealing with equality of trade 
conditions and access to raw materials portends much future 
argument. — Editorial. Spectator (London). S. 26, ’41. p.29S. 

The Atlantic Charter, drawn up by President Roosevelt and 
Prime Minister Churchill, indicates two possible lines of approach 
toward the German problem: unilateral disarmament of Ger- 
many during a period of reconstruction; and then efforts, in the 
long run, to provide Germany with free access to raw materials 
and other economic opportunities. The Charter provides for 
unilateral disarmament of Germany (exactly what was done in 
1919), ^^until such time as general conditions of peace have 
been established.” We may assume that during this period, 
whose duration remains indefinite, Britain and her allies would 
pool their military resources to form an international police force, 
which would be used to police Europe, and possibly other war- 
ring continents. At the same time, most Britishers appear to 
believe that during the period of receivership the Germans 
should be given an opportunity to develop, without outside com- 
pulsion, organs of self-government representative of the people, 
with whom the rest of the world could ultimately reach a peace 

This future settlement, as indicated in the Atlantic Charter, 
would endeavor to provide for long-term reconstruction not only 
settlement. 
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of Europe, but of the world. It would seek to ecjuali2e the posi- 
tion of all countries with respect to raw materials, migration of 
populations and access to colonial territories, in an attempt to 
remove some of the most outspoken grievances of Germany, Italy 
and Japan. It would require, presumably, not only pledges of 
good conduct by Germany, Italy and Japan, but also conaete 
evidence of readiness on the part of Britain, the United States 
and the British Dominions to make economic and financial con- 
tributions for the common good. It would require, in addition, 
social reorgani 2 ation in all countries to meet the needs of a new 
world order . — Vera Micheles Dean. Research Director, Foreign 
Policy Association. "Struggle for World Order.'' Foreign Policy 
Assn. New York. p. 87-8. 

There is, of course, no conflict between the idea of the League 
and the idea of Federal Union. The one is only the extension 
of the other; and had it not been for the devoted labors of the 
League's supporters over the past twenty years there would be 
little enough hope for a United States of Europe today. Nor is 
it really the case that it would be more difficult to create a fed- 
eration than a league; in some important respects it would be 
easier. But there are differences between the league idea and 
the federal idea. And it is by the study of these differences 
that we may be able to find the real cause of past failure and 
the tme foundation for future success. 

First of all, then, what do we mean by a Federal Union, and 
how does it differ from a League of Nations. Broadly speaking, 
a League of Nations is an association of sovereign states, eadi 
one of which maintains complete freedom of action for itself 
over the whole field of politics, subject only to such limitations 
as it EQLay agree to be binding upon itself and other sovereign 
states. The unit of the League is the state, and the central au- 
thority of the League deals only with governments and not at 
all with peoples whom those governments represent. 

In a Federal Union, on the other hand, the states which are 
constituent members do not have unlimited freedom of action 
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over the whole field. In part of that field, normally foreign 
policy, defence policy and currency policy, they surrender their 
power to the federal authority; in the remainder they retain 
complete control. In purely domestic matters the federal gov- 
ernment has no authority, but within the field of federation the 
state governments have none and the federal government is re- 
sponsible not to the state governments but directly to the peoples 
themselves. A Federal Union, therefore, is an association not of 
governments but of peoples, and the unit is not the state but 
the citizen. — Richard LatVj Member of Parliament, Great 
Britain. Federal Union and the League of Nations. 
n.d. 


I do not wish to be misunderstood. Something in the na- 
ture of an overriding International Police Force, under interna- 
tional control, will be indispensable when this war is over. It 
may be modelled on the present constitution of the Royal Air 
Force, with its Polish, Czechoslovak, Free French and other 
national formations within a comprehensive framework. We 
shall also need international organization and control of many 
aspects of economics and finance, industry and communications, 
and access to raw materials. In some directions restrictive or 
repressive measures may be required. Privileges may have to 
be withheld from the unworthy until they prove themselves 
worthy. Yet my vision of the future is colored by belief that the 
world cannot be lastingly improved by restraints alone, and that 
the ideal peace force must be so constituted that all peoples will 
be eager to join it for the honor and glory of human service. 
I have said that the American Lease-Lend Act is a revolutionary 
stroke of political genius. Free from belittling conditions it 
put the wealth and the material resources of the United States 
at the service of nations fighting for freedom. It made help- 
fulness in support of noble endeavor a new international law. 
Only through the extension of the spirit of this law to Europe 
and to the world can I see an opening into a better future, a 
future in which even the Germans may share when they have 
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cast out the demon of militarism and have learned that the 
will and the power to do right are the only abiding sources of 
might Without some such ideal as this to throw light upon 
our path the future may be troublous and dark. Beset by dif- 
ficulty and hardship it must be. Yet there will be hope for 
mankind, beyond what might otherwise seem the Slough of 
Despond into which we shall enter when guns are silent and 
bombs rain no more from the skies, if, under inspired leader- 
ship such as the British Commonwealth, the United States and 
our Allies can provide, the nations are brought to see the re- 
fulgence of vital peace . — Henry Wickham Steed, British Editor 
and Author. Contemporary Review, S/41. p. 151. 

Point 2, we confess, fills us with misgiving. It states that 
the signatory Powers desire to see no territorial changes that 
do not accord with the freely expressed wishes of the people 
concerned. Shall Germany be allowed to keep Alsace-Lorraine.^ 
It may well be that by terrorism and deportations she has re- 
placed the pro-French majority by a pro-German majority. If 
a ballot were to be held, the 'wishes of the people concerned** 
would express themselves for Germany and against France. We 
have no doubt at all that neither President Roosevelt nor Mr. 
Churchill have any desire to see Germany confirmed in any of 
her conquests, but in politics it is always dangerous to enunciate 
general principles, especially when their practical application 
may produce results that are the opposite of what their authors 
intended. The provinces of Poznan and Pomorze showed a 
large Polish majority. They did so even before the last war, 
when they returned Polish members to the German Reichstag. 
They have been ruthlessly Germanized, and it would certainly 
be the “freely expressed wish" of their present inhabitants that 
they remain German. It will, perhaps, be said that the “wish** 
to be genuinely “free" would have to be expressed in a plebiscite 
after the war, that the ballot would be held under neutral super- 
vision, and that all those who were expelled by the Germans 
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must be allowed to return and take part in the ballot, just as 
the Upper Silesians who resided outside their province were 
allowed to return for the plebiscite which was held in 1921. 
But many, very many, of the Poles who lived in Poznan and 
Pomorze two years ago cannot return, because they have fallen 
in battle or have been shot or hanged by the Germans or have 
perished in German concentration camps or in Russian places 
of exile. Besides, plebiscites are often dangerous. They are 
usually accompanied by terrorism and may lead to armed clashes 
— as the Upper Silesian plebiscite did. They provide cover for 
the creation of armed gangs which may develop into armies. 
The revival of German militarism began on the German eastern 
frontier — and more especially in Upper Silesia. — Editorial. Nine- 
teenth Century. S. '41. p. 143. 

In respect to [the question whether the constituent states 
of a successful federation must be democracies with a common 
bill of rights}, we know of no federal union which counts both 
democracies and dictatorships among its member states. To 
understand why such a combination would be unworkable, one 
needs but imagine the situation we would have here in the 
United States if the Constitution did not guarantee to all citizens 
I of the Union the basic rights of man — freedom of speech, press, 

I religion and peaceful association — ^and if New York St§te*~were 
I governed by a man with Hitler's powers and purposes, Ohio 
I by a Stalin and Illinois by a Mussolini, while the states in be- 
I tween sought to remain democracies. 

V.. In such conditions, no books or periodicals or papers could 
possibly enjoy free circulation throughout the whole Union, 
there could be no such thing as Union-wide public opinion or 
Union-wide parties, the dictatorial states would cast their votes 
as a solid bloc; the democratic states would be at a very dangerous 
disadvantage, as exposed to aggression from their autocratic 
neighbors as the democracies in Europe, The United States 
could not possibly continue on such a basis. Even the League 
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of Nations couldn’t As Union Now says: "'We organize a 
tug of war, not a government, when we arrange for those who 
believe that government is made for the people to pull together 
with those who believe the opposite." 

After all, our purpose in making this Union is the same for 
which the people of the Thirteen States established the Con- 
stitution — "to secure the blessings of liberty for ourselves and 
our posterity," not to make the world safe for autocracy. We 
of the democratic world do not seek to impose our common 
bill of rights on others by force, but we do mean to defend those 
rights and keep others from depriving us of them by force. The 
British and American democracies are now seeking to defend 
these common rights separately. We proposed to put behind 
that defense the strength that only Union brings . — Clarence K, 
Streitf Author of ^^Federal Union Now/^ and Patrick Welch. 
Decision. Mr. *41. p. 23-4. 

Unless the United States decides ... to restrict its activities 
to its own continental boundaries, accepting a shmnken economy 
and reduced standards of living, it will have to undertake either 
the task of Western Hemisphere "integration," with all the 
dangers implied in a policy of nationalistic expansion, or else 
accept its share of responsibility for reconstmction of the world 
on universal lines, cutting across regional and continental units. 
To many Americans this task of reconstmction may appear a 
staggering, in fact an impossible task. It is, without doubt, a 
staggering task. But in weighing its possibilities, we must al- 
ways remember that Hitler is not only ready but eager to under- 
take the reorganization of Europe and the world on the Nazi 
pattern. Failure to meet the Nazi challenge in these universal 
terms may mean the defeat of the Western powers — not on the 
field of battle, but by default — ^because the Western people will 
then have demonstrated that they lack the courage, the vision 
and the fortitude to set forth, as earlier explorers, pilgrims, and 
pioneers in their history have done, toward democracy’s new 
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horizons. There may be no new lands to discover, no new re- 
sources to tap. But we have only begun to explore the possibili- 
ties of human cooperation — not for war destruction but for peace 
construction — to promote social welfare. Out of this travail, 
if we all can pass the supreme test imposed on us by today’s 
events, life may come, instead of death. As Carl Sandburg 
said of the Civil War: *’Death was in the air. So was birth. 
What was dying, men did not know. What was being born, 
none could say .” — Vera Micheles Dean, Research Director, For- 
eign Policy Association. Survey Graphic. Je. ’41. p. 346. 

This set of basic principles, appropriately called 'The At- 
lantic Charter,” deals with commercial policy in its fourth point 
which reads, "They will endeavor, with due respect for their 
existing obligations, to further the enjoyment by all states, great 
or small, victor or vanquished, of access, on equal terms, to the 
trade and to the raw materials of the world which are needed 
for their economic prosperity.” 

This categorical statement of the essentials of post-war com- 
mercial policy requires no interpretation. I should, however, 
like to emphasize its meaning and significance. 

The basic conception is that your government is determined 
to move towards the creation of conditions under which re- 
strictive and unconscionable tariflPs, preferences, and discrimina- 
tions are things of the past; under which no nation should seek 
to benefit itself at the expense of another; and under which 
destructive trade warfare shall be replaced by cooperation for 
the welfare of all nations. 

The Atlantic Declaration means that every nation has a right 
to expect that its legitimate trade will not be diverted and 
throttled by towering tarifiPs, preferences, discriminations, or 
narrow bilateral practices. Most fortunately we have already 
done much to put our own conomercial policy in order. So long 
as we adhere and persistently implement the principles and 
policies which made possible the enactment of the Trade Agree- 
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ments Act, the United States will not furnish, as it did after the 
last war, an excuse for trade-destroying and trade-diverting 
practices. 

The purpose so simply set forth in the Atlantic Declaration 
is to promote the economic prosperity of all nations ' ‘great or 
small, victor or vanquished.” Given this purpose and the de- 
termination to act in accordance with it, the means of attaining 
this objective will always be found. It is a purpose which does 
not have its origin primarily in altruistic conceptions. It is 
inspired by the reali 2 ation, so painfully forced on us by the 
experiences of the past and of the present, that in the long run 
no nation can prosper by itself or at the expense of others and 
that no nation can live unto itself alone . — Sumner Welles, Under 
Secretary of State. Address, October 7, 1941. Govt. Ptg. Of- 
fice. Washington, D.C. p. 10. 

In any discussion of post-war plans, it is increasingly im- 
portant to bear in mind that what is spoken of as peace aims 
is not this or that program of concrete territorial, economic or 
financial measures, but a general concept of the kind of in- 
ternational society that might be developed upon cessation of 
hostilities. Without such a general concept of the objectives 
to be sought at a peace conference, no catalogue of peace aims, 
however comprehensive or elaborate, would possess the universal 
appeal that alone could insure its practical realisation and con- 
tinued effectiveness. Even if the second World War be viewed 
solely as a stmggle for strategic bases, markets, and raw mate- 
rials — ^as it is by many — ^it must be recognized that this conflict 
will determine the political, social, and economic shape of the 
world in accordance with the general philosophy of life formu- 
lated or practiced by the victor. 

In a very profound sense, also, peace aims are a part of 
military strategy. For if at a given moment the tide of battle 
should turn against Germany, the German people — many of 
whom agree with Hitler’s thesis that the Reich was inveigled 
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into surrender in 1918 by President Wilson’s Fourteen Points — 
may be expected to fight on to the bitter end, since they fear that 
defeat might mean the partition of Germany or its reduction to 
a status of economic inferiority. The Western powers must no 
longer indulge in high-flown platitudes about international co- 
operation and justice for all, but should demonstrate, in the 
midst of war, what they intend to do once the war is over. As 
Ernest Bevin has said, it is 'no good going to the teeming mil- 
lions of Europe . . . talking merely Gladstonian liberty. We 
have to oflFer a new feeling of hope, and example is better than 
precept .” — Vem Micheles Dean, Research Director, Foreign 
Policy Association. Survey Graphic. Je. *41. p. 341. 

When we have defeated Hitler, and destroyed this Nazi bid 
for world dominion, we must set up conditions which will pre- 
vent the rise of new Hitlers. We have seen how frightfully 
near to destruction our civilization can be brought by total war. 
We can not permit total war; that way leads to the road of 
darkness and night, and we, here in America, must lead the 
way to peace, to a restoration of a reign of law. 

But again let me emphasize that war, unless guaranteed by 
force, is helpless. Some time, somewhere, an international order 
may emerge which need not rely on force, but that time, un- 
happily, is a long way off. 

In the interim, a justly conducted, peace-loving force must 
intervene to save the world from self-destmction. The founda- 
tion of such a force, as I have indicated, must be the control 
of the seas by the United States and Great Britain. 

Other nations of similar peaceful inclinations, and lacking 
in aggpsive designs, could be joined to them, and thus the 
beginning would be made leading toward the restoration of 
international law; the policing of the highways, the opening of 
the door of opportunity to all peoples and the achievement of a 
world in which war, at last, shall be abandoned as an instrument 
of national policy. 
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I make no claims for this proposal as a counsel of perfec- 
tion. It is an attempt, obviously, to deal with the world as we 
find it; with facts as they are. But of this thing we can be 
sure, that respect for law must be restored if the world is to 
recover and popular government is to be preserved. And the 
only kind of peace which is available in this world in which we 
live is the kind of peace that can and will be enforced through 
the superior power of those nations that love justice and seek 
after peace. — Franklin Knox, Secretary of the Navy. Address 
before the American Bar Association, October 1, 1941. New 
York Times. 0. 2, '41. p. 4. 

Canada’s place in a world divided into regional groups 
would naturally be in the Union of American States. Tradi- 
tionally and historically, however, we have been associated with 
another group which cuts across geographical lines, the British 
Commonwealth of Nations. As these two great international 
organizations are presently organized, there would be no in- 
compatibility, either legal or political, in Canada belonging to 
them both. But the situation might be different if both or 
either of them were organized on a federal basis. As presently 
constituted, neither the Union of American States nor the British 
Commonwealth of Nations has any legal right to control the 
action of its members, let alone citizens of the latter. The 
British Commonwealth of Nations is an association of free 
nations whose only links are now a common crown and a tradi- 
tion of close political and economic cooperation. The Union 
of American States is also an association of free nations. The 
latter are united by a complex pattern of treaty arrangements; 
but it is a characteristic of the system that member states are 
under no obligation to accept these treaties. Argentina, for 
example, has only ratified five out of 72 Pan American conven- 
tions, It is a fact, moreover, that none of these treaties contain 
important political commitments; and none of them are incom- 
patible with membership in the British Commonwealth of Na- 
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tions. If, however, either system were organized on a federal 
basis, member states as well as the citizens of the latter would 
be bound to the international federal authority; and the here- 
tofore sovereign states would no longer be free to follow in- 
dependent lines of action. These obligations might be such as 
to render membership in both systems incompatible. But the 
conclusion does not necessarily follow; for the federal idea is 
capable of almost indefinite extensions; and there is no reason 
why Canada could not be a member of one system in respect to 
certain things and a member of the other in respect to others. 
The problem, after all, is only one of dividing powers between 
various authorities . — John P, Humphrey, Faculty of Law, McGill 
University. Canadian Forum. 0. '41. p. 201-2. 

I have, as the House knows, hitherto consistently deprecated 
the formulation of peace aims or war aims, however you put it, 
by His Majesty's Government at this stage and I deprecate it 
at this time when the end of the war is not in sight and when 
the conflict sways to and fro with alternating fortunes and while 
conditions and associations at the end of the war are unforesee- 
able. But joint declaration by Great Britain and the United 
States of America is an event of a totally different nature. 

Although principles in declaration have long been familiar 
to the British and American democracies, the fact that it is a 
united declaration sets up a milestone or monument which needs 
only the stroke of victory to become a permanent part of the 
history of human progress. 

First, the joint declaration does not try to explain how the 
principles proclaimed by it are to be applied to each and every 
case which will have to be dealt with when the war comes to an 
end. It would not be wise for us at this moment to be drawn 
into laborious discussion as to how it is to fit all the manifold 
problems with which we shall be faced after the war. 

Secondly, the joint declaration does not qualify in any way 
the various statements of policy which have been made from 
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time to time about development of constitutional government 
in India, Burma, or any other parts of the British Empire. 

We are pledged by the declaration of August, 1940, to help 
India obtain free and equal partnership in the British Com- 
monwealth with ourselves, subject of course to fulfillment of 
obligations arising from our long connection with India and 
our responsibilities to its creeds, races and interests. 

Burma is also covered by our considered policy of establish- 
ing Burmese self-government and by measures already in 
progress. 

We had in mind primarily restoration of the sovereignty, 
self-government and national life of the states and nations of 
Europe now under the Nazi yoke, and the principles which 
would govern any alterations in the territorial boundaries of 
countries which may have to be made.— Priwe Minister Winston 
Churchill. Speech in House of Commons, September 9, 1941. 
Neui York limes. S. 10, ’4l. p. 14. 

The fourth point provides for non-discriminatory trade and 
access by all nations to raw materials. The fifth point sets forth 
a condition which would alone make such a pledge practical, 
Ae condition being high living standards in all countries. It 
is suggested that international collaboration must supplement 
national programs in bringing this about. The phraseology of 
these two points is a little obscure, but the intent is plain 
enough. The goals set forth were expressed in another joint 
statement by the President and a British Primp Minister, Mr. 
MacDonald in 1933, just before the London Economic ’con- 
ference. They were not translated into practical poHcy at that 
Conference, and this failure, it is now recogniaed, was a con- 
tributory cause of the war. The difficulties of 1933 were due 
to the aftermath of the great depression of 1929. There will 
be equal if not greater difficulties to surmount after the war is 
over. 
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The Atlantic Declaration looks to a world in which the 
whole of the present system of quotas, allotments, exchange 
controls and bilateral trade agreements will have to be scrapped. 
High protective tariffs will have to go, otherwise nations seek- 
ing raw materials in the high tariff countries will not be able 
to obtain the exchange with which to buy them. It is this con- 
sequence which makes it essential for high tariff countries like 
the United States to encourage countries with lower living stand- 
ards and lower costs of production to raise those standards and 
increase those costs if internal economic dislocations are not to 
be created. 

The Atlantic Declaration, also, looks to a world in which 
foreign exchanges are stable, making possible long-term com- 
mercial contracts and financial undertakings. The only mone- 
tary system which the world has found in the past capable of 
meeting these conditions is the gold standard. Since the United 
States holds practically the entire world’s supply of gold, the 
success or failure of this post-war endeavor rests squarely upon 
the United States. 

The Atlantic Declaration looks finally to a world in which 
nations do not attempt to maintain prices artificially above 
world levels. This is the other side to the principle that na- 
tions with low standards of living must have those standards 
raised. Much of the American domestic program must be 
scrapped if this condition is to be fulfilled in the post-war world. 
For example the entire farm program of parity prices, that is 
to say prices which do not depend upon existing conditions but 
upon prices current in the days before the first German War, 
will have to be abandoned. 

There was no American economic adviser present at the 
Atlantic meeting so one cannot be certain that all the con- 
sequences of the two economic points were explored. One 
wonders whether either President Roosevelt or Mr. Churchill 
saw that they were passing sentence of exile on economic con- 
ceptions held by nearly all left-wing groups and were advocat- 
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ing a return to the principles proclaimed dead and buried for the 
past ten years, the principles of competitive liberal capitalism. — 
Denys Smith, National Review (London). 0. '41. p. 449-50. 

We are left to guess what manner of’ “wider scheme" the 
signatories of the Declaration have in mind. There would 
seem to be two main possibilities — a new League of Nations 
with, perhaps, a revised Covenant, or some form of Federal 
Union. A League of Nations so constituted as to perpetuate 
an Allied victory might serve a useful purpose, though it would 
be more honest to call it by its proper name — ^that is to say, 
the anti-German alliance. But a League which would eliminate 
the difference between victor and vanquished would thereby 
undo the victory and help to bring on die Third World War. 
A League that would promote international disarmament would 
be promoting German rearmament. Armaments are relative, 
not absolute. It makes no difference, ultimately, whether Ger- 
many rearms until her armament equals that of the other Powers, 
or whether the other Powers disarm until their armament equals 
that of the Germans. Universal disarmament would make the 
Germans master of Europe, for, with her central position, her 
resources, her discipline, her size, and the military prowess of 
her people, she will always have the initial advantage in every 
conflict, unless there exists in Europe a Power, or a coalition of 
Powers, maintaining a permanent armed preponderance and 
holding strategic positions that will make immediate and decisive 
action possible the moment the German danger shows itself 
again. 

The schemes that go under the generic term “Federal Union" 
would, if carried out, also make Germany master of Europe. 
“Federal Union" is, in fact, one of Germany’s principal war 
aims. If she wins the war, she will unite the nations of Europe 
in one federation, under her own leadership. If the nations of 
Europe united of their own accord, Germany will, in a short 
time, dominate them unless they are united against her. But 
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in that case the '‘union’' will be but an anti-German alliance. 
It will be said that if Germany is disarmed, she will have been 
rendered unable to make herself master in a federally united 
Europe. But if she herself is one of the federal states, she 
would have equality of status with the other states in the federal 
government, in the federal court — and in the federal armed 
forces. Without this equality the union would not be a union 
at all, or at least it would exclude Germany, and would, there- 
fore, be an alliance. There is a case for regional federation — 
between Poland and Czechoslovakia, and perhaps Rumania, or 
between the Balkan States. The former federation would be 
directed against Germany. The German danger would be its 
raison d^Hre. It would be one of those “precautions” Mr. Eden 
referred to in his address. The purpose of a Balkan Federation 
would be to preserve the Balkans from interference on the part 
of the Great Powers, especially Germany and Italy. If Ger- 
many joined either federation she would automatically become 
master thereof. Indeed, any federation with Germany would 
lead to annexation by Germany. Federal Union would give 
Germany in peace what she will have failed to' gain by war. 
Federal Union, which has influential exponents on both sides 
of the Atlantic, is not a piece of harmless crankery. It is a 
positive menace, for if Great Britain and the Allies win the 
war, they will lose the peace if the principles of Federal Union 
are accepted. Federal Union, like a revived League of Nations 
and like international disarmament, can only have one con- 
sequence — ^the Third World War. — Editorial. F. A. Voigt. 
Nineteenth Century. S. '41. p. 148-9. 

1. We must have Europe and its colonies. . . Germany will 
spread its might far beyond its borders in the East as well as 
in the South-East. ... We have a right to South America, . . . 
Natural instincts bid all living beings not merely conquer their 
enemies but destroy them. ("Hitler Speaks”) 

2. Ihis stmggle will open to us the door to permanent 
mastery of the world. . . . There will still be the class of subject 
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alien races. We need not hesitate to call them the modern slave 
class. (“Hitler Speaks**) 

3. The day of small states is past. . . . We do not seek 
equality but mastery. We shall not waste time over minority 
rights and other such ideological abortions of sterile democracy. 
(“Hitler Speaks’*) 

4. After the end of the war Germany must digest the in- 
corporated territories. From the economic point of view this 
means adjustment to the German economy. (“Voelkischer Beo- 
bachter,” August 20, 1940) 

Our superior industrial products will be sold at very low 
prices to the whole world and will for example cause the United 
States to have not 7,000,000 but 30-40,000,000 unemployed. 
Mr. Roosevelt will then beg the Fuehrer on his knees to purchase 
from the United States not manufactured products but raw ma- 
terials at prices which we will dictate. (Nazi Agriculture 
Minister Darre to party officials, May 1940) . 

5. All soil and industrial property of inhabitants of non- 
German origin will be confiscated without exception and dis- 
tributed among the worthy members of the Party and soldiers 
who were accorded honors for bravery in this war. . . . This 
German aristocracy will have slaves assigned to it, these slaves 
to be their property and to consist of landless, non-German na- 
tionals. We actually have in mind a modern form of mediaeval 
slavery which we must and will introduce. . . . Work must be 
as cheap as possible in order that our economic conquest may 
spread extensively and rapidly. (Darre) . 

6. The world can only be ruled by fear. . . . Terror is the 
most effective political instrument. ... I recognize no moral 
law in politics. . . . There will be no license, no free space, in 
which Ae individual belongs to himself. (“Hitler Speaks”) 

• 7. The German navy will be expanded to a strength worthy 
of a world power. It will carry the German flag and the Ger- 
man name over the face of the globe. (Admiral Raeder, January 
28, 1941 
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8. War is eternal. War is universal. War is life. (‘‘Hitler 
Speaks”) 

After the war, armament will go on at the present rate 
bringing new world power to Germany. (“Deutsche Allgemeine 
Zeitung,” September 2, 1940) — 'Trom article ^'The Eight-Point 
Plan and Hitler's New Order” comparing the Churchill-Roose- 
velt Atlantic Declaration with eight similar points given in Hit- 
le/s words as quoted from Hermann Rauschning's ”Hitler 
Speaks/' and from other authentic sources. Conscience (India). 
S. 18, *41. p. 337-8. 

That a federation of the democracies, that is, of like-minded 
people, may be the best way to begin a workable world organiza- 
tion of nations is, it seems to me, indisputable. But when the 
plan is limited first to countries of one predominant race, Britain 
to exclude India and her other colored subjects from the union, 
and further when the plan is limited to one language, what we 
have in essence is a union of white English-speaking people 
against the rest of the world and from this conclusion there is 
no escape. This is how the plan will inevitably appear to China, 
to Japan, and to all other oriental peoples. 

What will be the consequences of this? It takes no prophet 
to tell. Japan and China will unite, partly by force of Japan*s 
pressure, partly because China sees herself excluded from fed- 
eration elsewhere, and China will become Japan’s power house. 
There will then be in effect a colored union against a white 
union, India will certainly join the former since she is purposely 
excluded from the latter. 

We seem in every devastating war to sow the seeds for the 
next war. Here then are the seeds for the greatest war the 
human race has yet seen, the war of the white races against the 
colored. In a subtle form this war has been going on for cen- 
turies. But in this plan for the federation of white English- 
speaking peoples, excluding all others, we have the scheme made 
clear for the really great world war. 
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It is a measureless misfortune that Mr. Streit does not know 
China except in a superficial way. The Chinese people are a 
thoroughly democratic people, accustomed to self-government and 
fitted by centuries of essential democracy for participation in just 
such a federation. Mr. Streit does not know this. He has the 
ordinary prejudices of the white man and he has formed his 
plan upon his prejudices. But these prejudices are dangerous 
wherever they are found. A federation based upon the deepest 
prejudices of the human race today can end only in further 
disaster. Our leaders ought to guide us away from these blind 
prejudices and not further into them. 

The advocates of Mr. Streit’s plan will protest that prejudice 
has nothing to do with it, that the real reason for the exclusion 
of China from the federation of the democracies is an economic 
one, that China’s economy is so different from ours it makes a 
real federation impossible. This is simply not true. China is 
very ready to make changes in her currency, and is alive to all 
possible improvement in herself. No one who has seen the 
China of the past twenty-five years can doubt her ability to 
change and adapt. Were China invited to make a third major 
member of this federation, the federation would gain from her 
presence and once and for all Japan would be robbed of the 
opportunity to use China for the development of her own power. 
Moreover, China’s resources would be allied to those of the 
United States and English-speaking Britain. 

Most important of all, the union would cut across the prej- 
udice of race and would prove that the leaders of the world 
are able to unite on rational bases. One doubts the arguments 
of economics these days. Ideas, beliefs, feelings seem far more 
powerful. And nothing will convince the average Chinese that 
it is for purely economic reasons alone that his country is ex- 
cluded by the two most powerful white countries in the world 
today when they unite. He will not believe it and he will be 
right. On the day that the United States and the white English- 
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speaking part of Britain unite without China, democraqr will 
be dead in the western hemisphere . — Letter by Pearl S. Buck, 
Author of ^'The Good Barth A Asia. S. ’41. p. 524. 

PREAMBLE:— 

We hold these truths to be, if not self-evident, then certainly 
based on that natural law which is the eternal Law of God as 
discovered by human reason: 

That there exists an equality of rights among all nations, large 
or small, strong or weak, to life and independence ; 

That nevertheless the origin of the human family requires 
that there be acknowledged an organic unity within which this 
equality of rights finds its expression and achieves its end; 

That this organic unity of nations demands that the peoples 
be governed by a rule of law and not by the rule of force; 

That this organic unity is broken up by the strivings of na- 
tionalism bent on achieving its particular aims to the detriment 
of the common good ; 

That this organic unity is also disturbed by the doctrine of 
absolute and unlimited sovereignty; 

That '*one nation’s will to live must never be tantamount to 
a death sentence for another” (Pius XII) ; 

That a spirit of international responsibility, of a hunger and 
thirst after justice, and a universal love must be the guiding 
forces of relations between nations ; 

That, these things being so, all the peoples of the world 
enjoy the following rights: 

BILL OF RIGHTS: 

I. The right of economic and political security in the lives, 
homes, and means of decent livelihood of every person in the 
world. 

II. The right to be delivered from the slavery of armaments 
which adst either to rob others of their rights or for defense 
against such robbery. 
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III. The right to demand an equitable, wise, and unanimous 
revision of treaties which impair the equality of all nations. 

IV. The right to remove by common action the consequences 
of past imperialist aggressions, 

V. The right of free access to raw materials and of free 
economic intercourse among all the peoples of the world without 
exception. 

VI. The right of denying to powerful aggregations of capi- 
tal within the nations of an imlimited self-regulation of interna- 
tional economic activities not subject to any law. 

VII. The right of the equal protection of law everywhere 
in the world for equitable treatment of laborers, especially decent 
conditions of labor, a living wage, reasonable hours, and the 
abolition of peonage, of child labor, and other economic 
inequalities. 

VIII. The right of small nations that the demands, even 
legitimate, of larger nations yield before the claims of an organic 
order which respects the equality of all nations. 

IX. The right of all peoples to require, as a matter of in- 
ternational concern, that all associated states respect the follow- 
ing individual rights: 

The right of freedom of conscience and of worship before 
the State; 

The right of freedom of expression within the law; 

The right of free association, of free assembly, and of free 
petition of grievances ; 

The right of private property; and of being secure against un- 
lawful seizures and confiscations; 

The right of freedom of education according to the wishes 
of the parent ; 

The right to be tried according to the law and to be secure 
against cruel and unusual punishments ; 
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The right of ethnic and religious minorities to enjoy equal 
opportunities for the development of their common 
humanity. — Rev. Wilfred Parsons^ SJ. Catholic Uni- 
versity of America. Americas Peace Aims.” Catholic Associ- 
ation for International Peace. *41. p. 23-4. 

For forty years there has been convincing and steadily grow- 
ing evidence of the fact that the people of the United States 
were ready and willing to assume a commanding part in the 
organization of the civilized world in order to protect prosperity 
and international peace. Ever since the twentieth century began, 
each President of the United States, no matter to which of the 
major political parties he belonged, placed himself on record 
as strongly in support of international agreement among civilized 
nations for the security of a rapidly advancing international 
economy and social order. Not only have these fundamental 
principles been supported by Presidents William McKinley, 
Theodore Roosevelt, William Howard Taft, Woodrow Wilson, 
Warren Gamaliel Harding, Calvin Coolidge, Herbert Hoover 
and Franklin Delano Roosevelt, but they have been endorsed 
specifically and emphatically in the declarations of principle 
adopted by each of the major political parties at one national 
party convention after another. Moreover the Congress of the 
United States in June, 1910, by an impressively unanimous vote 
defined this policy of international leadership. 
In 1915 the Legislature of the State of Massachusetts and in 
1941 the Legislature of the State of North Carolina took like 
action. 

Why is it, then, that nothing has been done.^ How is it 
possible under these circumstances for a small minority of office- 
holders at Washington to defeat the aims and ambitions of the 
American people in their search for prosperity and peace Why 
has this small minority at Washington gone unpunished 7 It has 
been able to prevent execution of the expressed will of the 
American people. It has defeated the plan for the judicial set- 
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tlement of international disputes which had its origin in Ameri- 
can statesmanship. President McKinley's far-sighted statement 
in his truly great speech of September 5, 1901, was denied and 
affronted by three successive tariff acts — the Payne- Aldrich Act 
of 1909, the Fordney-McCumber Act of 1922, and the Hawley- 
Smoot Act of 1930, the last named of which reached the very 
apex of folly. These three tariff acts certainly contributed power- 
fully through their narrow and almost bigoted nationalism to 
the American trade depression and to the economic and financial 
collapse which began in 1929. Unfortunately, as far back as 
1903 Joseph Chamberlain had led the way toward similar action 
by the government of Great Britain. 

No statement more contrary to recorded fact could be made 
than that international isolation is the traditional policy of the 
American government and the American people. The truth is 
the exact opposite. With the exception of the government and 
people of Great Britain, no modern government and no modern 
people have had so constant, so numerous and so powerful in- 
ternational relations, economic, social and intellectual, in every 
part of the world as have the government and people of the 
United States. The shades of Benjamin Franklin and of Thomas 
Jefferson, of John Adams and of Alexander Hamilton, of Henry 
Clay and of Ralph Waldo Emerson, of Samuel B. F. Morse 
and of Cyrus W. Field, of Alexander Graham Bell and of 
Thomas A. Edison, would be astounded to learn that the way 
to mind their own business was to keep aloof and apart from 
every other people and every other nation. Let him who still 
doubts read the impressive record of the recent relations of the 
United States to world organi2ation in International Conciliation 
for September, 1939, and for June, 1940. — Nicholas Murray 
Butler^ President, Columbia University. International Concilia- 
tion. Je. '41. p. 567-8. 

The ceaseless changes wrought in human society by science, 
industry and economics, as well as by the spiritual, social and 
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intellectual forces which impregnate all cultures, make political 
and geographical isolation of nations hereafter impossible. The 
organic life of the human race is at last indissolubly unified 
and can never be severed, but it must be politically ordained 
and made subject to law. Only a government capable of dis- 
charging all the functions of sovereignty in the executive, legis- 
lative and judicial spheres can accomplish such a task. Civiliza- 
tion now requires laws, in the place of treaties, as instruments 
to regulate commerce between peoples. The intricate conditions 
of modern life have rendered treaties inefFectual and obsolete, 
and made laws essential and inevitable. The age of treaties 
is dead ; the age of laws is here. 

Governments, limited in their jurisdiction to local geographi- 
cal areas, can no longer satisfy the needs or fulfil the obligations 
of the human race. Just as feudalism served its purpose in 
human history and was superseded by nationalism, so has na- 
tionalism reached its apogee in this generation and yielded its 
hegemony in the body politic to internationalism. The first 
duty of government is to protect life and property, and when 
governments cease to perform this function, they capitulate on 
the fundamental principle of their raison d’etre. Nationalism, 
moreover, is no longer able to preserve the political independence 
or the territorial integrity of nations, as recent history so tragically 
confirms. Sovereignty is an ideological concept without 
geographical barriers. It is better for the world to be ruled by 
an international sovereignty of reason, social justice and peace 
than by diverse national sovereignties organically incapable of 
preventing their own dissolution by conquest. Mankind must 
pool its resources of defense if civilization is to endure. 

History has revealed but one principle by which free peoples, 
inhabiting extensive territories, can unite under one government 
without impairing their local autonomy. That principle is fed- 
eration, whose virtue preserves the whole without destroying its 
parts and strengthens its parts without jeopardizing the whole. 
Federation vitalizes all nations by endowing them with security 
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and freedom to develop their respective cultures without menace 
of foreign domination. It regards as sacrosanct man's personality, 
his rights as an individual and as a citizen and his role as a 
partner with all other men in the common enterprise of building 
civilization for the benefit of mankind. It suppresses the crime 
of war by reducing to the ultimate minimum the possibility of 
its occurrence. It renders unnecessary the further paralyzing 
expenditure of wealth for belligerent activity, and cancels 
through the ages the mortgages of war against the fortunes and 
services of men. It releases the full energies, intelligence and 
assets of society for creative, ameliorative and redemptive work 
on behalf of humanity. It recognizes man's morning vision of 
his destiny as an authentic potentiality. It apprehends the entire 
human race as one family, human beings everywhere as brothers 
and all nations as component parts of an indivisible community. 

There is no alternative to the federation of all nations except 
endless war. No substitute for the Federation of the World 
can organize the international community on the basis of free- 
dom and permanent peace. Even if continental, regional or 
ideological federations were attempted, the governments of these 
federations, in an effort to make impregnable their separate 
defenses, would be obliged to maintain stupendously competitive 
armies and navies, thereby condemning humanity indefinitely to 
exhaustive taxation, compulsory military service and ultimate 
carnage, which history reveals to be not only criminally futile but 
positively avoidable through judicious foresight in federating all 
nations. No nation should be excluded from membership in the 
Federation of the World that is willing to suppress its military, 
naval and air forces, retaining only a constabulary sufficient to 
police its territory and to maintain order within its jurisdiction, 
provided that the eligible voters of that nation are permitted 
the free expression of their opinions at the polls . — From ^^The 
Declaration of the Federation of the Worldf^ a joint resolution 
adopted by the General Assembly of North CaroUnaj March 13, 
1941. International Conciliation, fe. *41. p,5S7-9- 
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The English people seem ready for some sort of union. 
They were passionate believers in the League of Nations, led 
by Eden. The conquered people of Europe are ready. China is 
ready. Practically the whole world seems ready, except the fol* 
lowers of militarists and perhaps ourselves. 

The militarists are seeking world government by the other 
route — conquest — at our expense. We in this country are still 
hesitating about any world government at all. Yet history is 
running true to form; for only by suffering have people ever 
come to enlarge the peace group. We did not suffer enough in 
the last World War to be willing to sacrifice a small part of our 
sovereignty in order to safeguard our freedom. In other words, 
we refused (or rather a minority of the Senate refused) to follow 
Wilson in the voluntary route toward world peace. That is why 
Germany has taken the bit in her teeth and is now trying to 
get world peace by the conquest route. Hitler has virtually said 
that *’the voluntary way, Wilson’s way, didn’t work; so now we 
will try my way — ^the conquest way.” . . . 

Clarence Streit has worked out a detailed plan for a world 
government, probably the best plan so far suggested, and the 
most appealing for Americans as he takes the American govern- 
ment as his model. It has met with wider popular acceptance 
than any other and must be reckoned with when the time arrives 
for choosing among the various plans then available. 

Several other plans — at least half a dozen — ^have been sug- 
gested. Among them is that of Professor Ludwig Mises, who 
has the advantage of first-hand familiarity with European prob- 
lems. He would add to the Streit plan for uniting democracies, 
a union of Middle Europe covering a wide strip between Ger- 
many and Russia, postponing a world government to a later date. 
He stresses as one of the causes of discontent, the restrictions 
which have been imposed on migration. This problem, like the 
problem of restriction of trade, is one which in any international 
organization must be faced and solved, like the problem of free 
trade, and of minorities. The problem of sanctions is perhaps 
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the biggest problem of all. Its solution may involve an inter- 
national air force with the prohibition of all national air forces. 

Whatever may be the wisest plan, we must make use of 
the valuable experience of the League of Nations and entrust 
many details to those like Roosevelt and Qiurchill whose ex- 
perience has fitted them, perhaps above all others, for the great 
task. 

Perhaps we have got to have another, a third World War, 
before we can get dinned into the brains of a sufficient number 
of people what is needed, and that there is no other way. In 
that case, we shall have to suffer worse bombings. A science 
writer even now tells of plans for developing a “ten-pound 
bomb” which would blast a hole twenty-five miles in diameter 
and a mile deep and would wreck every structure within one 
hundred miles. 

The first effort — ^the League of Nations — ^we regard as a 
failure. If so, our first effort in this country to do what George 
Washington wanted, was also a failure — ^the Articles of Confed- 
eration. After that “failure” we went through what John Fiske 
called “the critical period” of our history when we didn’t know 
whether we could maintain the Union that had been started in 
such a faint-hearted manner. But thanks to the wisdom of Wash- 
ington, Hamilton, and Benjamin Franklin, and the other great 
men in those days, we founded our country on a stronger organ- 
ization principle, the Constitution of the United States. So inter- 
nationally, we are now going through a “critical period .” — Irving 
Pisher, Professor Emeritus, Yale University. Federal Union 
World. N. '41. p.5-4. 


There is, I suggest, a real danger that we may again be led 
astray unless we soberly confront the issues as history is shaping 
them for us. We have to avoid the temptations (1) to believe 
that there can be any attempt to return to the pre-war world, and 
(2) to accept those siren voices which would lead us into en- 
thusiasm for some vast but simple formula, whether it be a 
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federal union, an Anglo-American union or the world state. We 
have got to make up our minds that the building of a peace 
which will endure is going to be a hard and complicated matter, 
unlikely to be accomplished at a single stroke, more likely to be 
attained by a long series of experiments in which there will be 
failures as well as successes. 

If we are to approach our problem realistically, there are, I 
believe, certain principles which, in Justice Holmes's phrase,' 
we must accept as the ‘‘inarticulate major premises” of our think- 
ing. I state them barely, though each, for proper appreciation, 
requires a full analysis. They are: 

1 . The epoch when liberalism could be identified with laissez- 
faire is over. As a consequence we have entered into the epoch 
of planned economy. The pivotal authority in planning is bound 
to be the state. 

2. No state can remain democratic unless it plans for the 
many and not for the few. To do so it needs .to own and prob- 
ably itself to operate the essential instruments of production. 
Where these remain in private hands they assume the character 
of imperia in imperio incompatible with the people's sovereignty. 

3. No state can now hope to live a self-sufiicient life. Inter- 
dependence means the organization of collective security, and 
collective security means the recognition of the need for com- 
mon decision on matters of common concern. But because inter- 
dependence is new, it is at present the part of wisdom to approach 
it empirically, seeking in an evolutionary way to build upon our 
wartime experience rather than to attempt any large-scale ex- 
periments for which men are not yet wholly prepared. 

It is, however, already clear that the duty of economic sanc- 
tions against an aggressor must be universally accepted and that 
military sanctions, which shall include the leasing of appropriate 
naval and air bases on the Anglo-American model must be re- 
gionally organized. 

4. The lease-lend principle is not less applicable in peace 
than in war. It implies an obligation on the part of the richer 
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states to assist the poorer states in the development of a higher 
standard of life. 

5. In the making of peace, the democracies are entitled to 
safeguard in the defeated states the conditions which are neces- 
sary for the fulfillment of the Four Freedoms. In particular they 
are bound to destroy the social and economic foundations of 
German and Japanese militarism. 

6. In the making of peace Great Britain and the United 
States must recogni2e the inevitability of revolutionary uprisings 
in the defeated and occupied countries. Subject to their accept- 
ance of the Four Freedoms, Great Britain and America are not 
enabled to prescribe to these countries either the form or sub- 
stance of their political and economic organization. 

7. It is urgent for us all to understand that this war marks 
a turning point in history as decisive in its reshaping of our 
habits and traditions as the Reformation or the French Revolu- 
tion. Either we adapt ourselves to this recognition, with a con- 
sequential power to make the necessary changes by consent, or we 
refuse to make the adaptation, in which case, even our victory 
will be no more than the prelude to a long epoch of chaos and 
confusion, in which much of its possible fmits will be thrown 
away. 

The United States, if I may say so, has a quite special con- 
tribution to make in this regard. Born as a refuge from oppres- 
sion, united by a war for freedom, accustomed from its outset to 
afiirm the rights of man, it has the experience, not less than the 
obligation, to lead mankind into the new epoch. The process 
will be long, for men are not easily habituated to a freedom thqr 
have rarely experienced. 

But if Americans are prepared to be as patient as they have 
been generous, they have it in their power to make men see what 
it is that has made Washington and Jefferson, Woodrow Wilson 
and Franklin Roosevelt a part of the central flame which burns 
at the heart of the world. — Harold J. Laski, Professor of Political 
Science, University of London, New York Times, fa. 18, ’42. 
p.6E. 
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